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fa% Siawdicial  District Court - Bannock ~oun&% 
\%q*$  qggg 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2006-0003166-0C Current Judge: Mitchell Brown 
John D. Adamson vs. FMC Corporation, etal. 
Date Code User Judge 
User: DCANO 
LOCT ELLA 
NCOC 
SMlS 
ATTR 
SMlS 
ATTR 
ANSW 
ANSW 
ATTR 
ATTR 
ATTR 
ANSW 
NOAP 
ELLA 
ELLA 
ELLA 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
MARLEA 
AMANDA 
AMANDA 
MARLEA 
DCANO 
AMANDA 
MARLEA 
DCANO 
AMANDA 
AMANDA 
AMANDA 
AMANDA 
SUPREME COURT APPEAL; Sent all 5 files to Don L. Harding 
Sande for Clerk's Record on 1-6-09. 
New Case Filed-Other Claims Don L. Harding 
Summons Issued Don L. Harding 
Filing: A1 - Civil Complaint, More Than $1000 No Don L. Harding 
Prior Appearance Paid by: Petersen, Parkinson, 
& Arnold, PLLC Receipt number: 002708S 
Dated: 711 812006 Amount: $88.00 (Check) 
Plaintiff: Adamson, f ~ h n  D. Attorney Retained Don L. Harding 
James C Arnold 
Summons Issued Don L. Warding 
Filing: I IA - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: moffatt 
thomas barrett rock Receipt number: 0045876 
Dated: 1 112212006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Defendant: Sterling Fluid Systems Attorney Don L. Harding 
Retained Lee Radford 
Answer of Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems Don L. Harding 
(USA), LLC (Improperly Sued as Sterling Fluid 
System (Peerless Pump)); attn L Radford for dfdt 
Filing: I IA - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Ap~v farance Paid by: goodman 
law office Receipt number: 0045989 Dated: 
11 I2412006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Answer of Rupert Ironworks, Inc.; Alan Goodman, Don L. Harding 
Atty for Rupert lron Works. Inc. 
Defendant: Rupert lron Works Attorney Retained Don L. Harding 
Alan C Goodman 
Filing: I IA - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: merrill and 
merrill Receipt number: 0046577 Dated: 
11/28/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Filing: I IA - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Hawley 
Troxell Receipt nur her: 0046596 Dated: 
1 1/28/2006 Amouni: $58.00 (Check) 
Defendant: Eaton Electrical Corporation Attorney Don L. Harding 
Retained Howard D Burnett 
Defendant: Owens Illinois, Inc Attorney Retained Don L. Harding 
Thomas J Lyons 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial of Defendant Don L. Harding 
Eaton Electrical Inc (Formerly Known as 
"Cutler-Hammer Inc"); attn H Burnett for dfdt 
Notice Of Appearance; attn T Lyons for dfdt Don L. Harding 
Owens Illinios, Inc 
Date: 1/6/2009 
Time: 09:47 AM 
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Case: CV-2006-0003166-OC Current Judge: Mitchell Brown 
John D. Adamson vs. FMC Corporation, etal. 
Date Code User 
User: DCANO 
J udae 
1 1/29/2006 ELLA 
ATTR AMANDA 
ANSW AMANDA 
1 1/30/2006 MARLEA 
' {\ 
n ATTR AMANDA 
\ ' 
NOAP AMANDA 
12/1/2006 MARLEA 
ATTR AMANDA 
NOAP AMANDA 
12/8/2006 ATTR AMANDA 
1211 212006 MARLEA 
ELLA 
ATTR AMANDA 
ANSW AMANDA 
ELLA 
ELLA 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Quane 
Smith Receipt number: 0046696 Dated: 
1 1/29/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Defendant: Reliance Electric Motors Attorney Don L. Harding 
Retained Donald F Carey 
Answer and Jury Demand; attn D Carey for dfdt Don L. Harding 
Reliance Electric Motors 
Filing: I1 A - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: blaser 
sorersen Receipt n 'imber: 0046882 Dated: 
11/30~2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Defendant: Steel West, Inc Attorney Retained Don L. Harding 
Murray Jim Sorensen 
Notice Of Appearance; attn M Sorensen for dfdt Don L. Harding 
Steel West, Inc 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: hopkins 
roden crockett Receipt number: 0047058 Dated: 
12/1/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Defendant: Alaskan Copper Works Attorney Don L. Harding 
Retained C Timothy Hopkins 
Notice Of Appeararfie - Defendant Alaskan Don L. Harding 
Copper Works/Alco Investment Company; attn C 
Timothy Hopkins for dfdt 
Notice of Special Appearance -- Defendant: Don L. Harding 
Paramount Supply Co Attorney Retained Gary L 
Cooper 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: cooper and 
larsen Receipt number: 0048792 Dated: 
12/12/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Hopkins 
Roden Crockett Receipt number: 0049673 
Dated: 12/18/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Defendant: Square 11 Company Attorney Don L. Harding 
Retained C Timothy Hopkins 
Defendant Square D Company's Answer; attn C Don L. Harding 
Timothy Hopkins for dfdt 
Filing: I1 B - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 With Prior Appearance Paid by: Hopkins 
Roden Crockett Receipt number: 0049833 
Dated: 12/19/2006 Amount: $14.00 (Check) 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Perkins 
Coie Receipt number: 0049838 Dated: 
1211 912006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
/?37 
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ROA Report -&a 
Case: CV-2006-0003166-OC Current Judge: Mitchell Brown 
John D. Adamson vs. FMC Corporation, etal. 
User Judge 
User: DCANO 
ELLA 
DCANO 
AMANDA 
AMANDA 
AMANDA 
AMANDA 
ELLA 
AMANDA 
AMANDA 
AMANDA 
ELLA 
AMANDA 
AMANDA 
AMANDA 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Donald 
Carey Receipt number: 0049947 Dated: 
1211 912006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Crane Co's Answer to Complaint; Kelly A. Don L. Harding 
Cameron, Atty for Dfdts. Crane Co. 
Defendant: American Optical Corporation Don L. Harding 
Attorney Retained Donald F Carey 
Defendant: Crane Co Attorney Retained Kellly A. Don L. Harding 
Cameron 
Defendant's Ameriqn Optical Corporation's Don L. Harding 
Answer and Jury Demand; attn D Carey 
Defendant Alaskan Coopper Works/Alco Don L, Harding 
Investment Company's Answer; attn C Timothy 
Hopkins 
Miscellaneous Payment: Copies Paid by: Tippi Don L. Hard~ng 
Receipt number: 00501 38 Dated: 12/20/2006 
Amount: $35.00 (Cash) 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Racine, 
Olson, Nye, Budge and Bailey Receipt number: 
0050162 Dated: 12/20/2006 Amount: $58.00 
(Check) 
Notice of Appearance -- Defendant: Pocatello Don L. Harding 
Supply, Inc Attorney Retained W. Marcus W. Nye 
Answer and Jury Demand; attn W Marcus Nye Don L. Harding 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Bruce 
Larson Receipt number: 0051 064 Dated: 
12/28/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Defendant: P & H Cranes Attorney Retained A Don L. Harding 
Bruce Larson 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial of P&H Mining Don L. Harding 
Equipment Inc F/WA Harnischfeger Corporation 
(Incorrectly Named as P&H Cranes); attn A Bruce 
Larson 
Summons Issued " Don L. Harding 
Bechtel, Inc 
Fairbanks Morse Pump Corporation 
Allis Chalmers Corporation 
Schneider Electric 
P&H Cranes 
Parker Hannifin Corporation 
Johnston Pumps 
Nikko Materials USA 
Amerivent Sales, Inc 
Paul Roberts Machine Supply 
1796 
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Case: CV-2006-0003166-OC Current Judge: Mitchell Brown 
John D. Adamson vs. FMC Corporation, etal. 
Date Code User Judge 
User: BCANO 
1 /5/2007 ELLA 
NOTC 
AFFD 
AFFD 
AFFD 
AFFD 
AFFD 
AFFD 
AFFD 
AFFD 
CAM1 LLE 
MARLEA 
Ll N DA 
LINDA 
Ll N DA 
LlNDA 
Ll N DA 
LlNDA 
LlNDA 
LlNDA 
LlNDA 
AFFD LINDA 
AFFD LINDA 
AFFD LINDA 
LlNDA 
AFFD Ll N DA 
AFFD Ll N DA 
AFFD Ll N DA 
AFFD LINDA 
AFFD LINDA 
Filing: I I A  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Richards 
Brandt Miller Receipt number: 0052020 Dated: 
1/5/2007 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Plntfs Notice of service of plntfs resp to def steel Don L. Harding 
west firs set of req for admissions and 
Interrogatory; aty Patterson Keahey for plntf 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: cooper and 
larsen Receipt number: 0052561 Dated: 
1/9/2007 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Affidavit of Service Honeywell was served thru Don L. Harding 
Danielle Noe on 1 1/48/06 
Affidavit of Service Orbit Industries was served Don L. Harding 
thu Brian Miller on 12/01/06 
Affidavit of Service Paramount Suppy was served Don L. Harding 
thru Craig Dale on 11/10/06 
Affidavit of Service Pocatello Supply was served Don L. Harding 
thru William Winn on 11/08/06 
Affidavit of Service Steel West Inc was served Don L. Harding 
thru Michael Hoehner on 11/08/06 
Affidavit of Service Gardner Denver was served Don L. Harding 
on 1 1/29/06 
Affidavit of Service Johnson Pumps thru Robert Don L, Harding 
Nelson on 1 1/09/06, 
Affidavit of Service American Optical Lens Co. Don L. Harding 
thru Gary Dridgman attorney on 1 1/29/06 
Proof of Service Henry Vogt Machine Shop thru Don L. Harding 
Frank Horlander on 1111 3/06 
Affidavit of Service Sterling Fluid (Americas) Inc. Don L. Harding 
was served thru Aixa Flores on 11/03/06 
Affidavit of Service Schneider Electric was served Don L. Harding 
thru Nikki Chapple on 1 1/03/06 
Affidavit of Service Reliance Electric Motors was Don L. Harding 
served thru Donna Stone on 11/09/06 
Return of Service New Yor Server LLC was Don L. Harding 
served on 1 1/09/06 thru Sue Gladieaux 
Affidavit of Service P & H Cranes was served thru Don L. Harding 
Linda Swendrowski for Morris Material on 
1 1/30/06 
Affidavit of Servuce Alaskan Copperworks was Don L. Harding 
served thru Kelly Howl on 11/15/06 
Affidavit of Service Flowserve Corporation was Don L. Harding 
served thru Mikie Burns on 11/08/06 
Affidavit of Service Ericsson Inc was servered on Don L. Harding 
11/08/06 thru Lynn Harper 
Affidavit of Service Crane Corporation was served Don L. Harding 
thru Judy Laing 
Date: 11612009 
Time: 0947 AM 
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Date Code 
1 1912007 AFFD 
AFFD 
NOTC 
aii 
ii, 
.k, 
\ "  ATTR 
N OAP 
ATTR 
ATTR 
ANSW 
111 912007 
1 /23/2007 MOTN 
1/29/2007 
ORDR 
ANSW 
1 /30/2007 
MOTN 
District Court - Bannock ~ ~ ~ ~ @ g $  &$$ 
ROA Report +a?e3W 
Case: CV-2006-0003166-OC Current Judge: Mitchell Brown 
John D, Adamson vs. FMC Corporation, etal. 
User 
LINDA 
LINDA 
LINDA 
LINDA 
LINDA 
LINDA 
ELLA 
AMANDA 
AMANDA 
DCANO 
DCANO 
ELLA 
DCANO 
DCANO 
MARLEA 
DCANO 
MARLEA 
User: DCANO 
Judge 
Affidavit of Service gaton Electrical was served Don L. Harding 
thru Judy Laing on 11/08/06 
Affidavit of Service Bechtel, Inc was served thru Don L. Harding 
Judy Laing on 11/08/06 
Notice of Special Appearance of Gary Cooper for Don L. Harding 
Gardner Denver, Inc; atty Gary Cooper 
Notice of Appearance of Donald Carey for Steel Don L. Warding 
West, Inc. 
Defendant: Gardner Denver, Inc Attorney Don L. Harding 
Retained Gary L Cooper 
Notice Of Appearance Don L. Harding 
Defendant: Steel West, Inc Attorney Retained Don L. Harding 
Donald F Carey Co zousel 
Miscellaneous Payment: For Making Copy Of Any Don L. Harding 
File Or Record By The Clerk, Per Page Paid by: 
Benoit Law Receipt number: 0052937 Dated: 
0111 112007 Amount: $1 91 .OO (Check) 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Benoit Law 
Receipt number: 0053849 Dated: 1/18/2007 
Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Defendant: Ericsson, Inc Attorney Retained Don L. Harding 
Thomas B High 
Answer of Defendant Ericsson, Inc. as Successor Don L. Harding 
in Interest to the Angconda Wire & Cable 
Company; attn T High 
Summons for Fairbanks Morse Pump Don L. Harding 
Corporation 
Motion for Limited Admission; Thomas J. Lyons, Don L. Harding 
Atty for Dfdt. Owens Illinois, Inc. 
Filing: I IA - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Donald 
Carey Receipt number: 0055427 Dated: 
1/29/2007 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Order Allowing Limited Admissions; Thomas J. Don L. Harding 
Lyons, Dfdts. Owens Illinois, Inc. 
Answer of Defendant Bechtel, Inc.; Donald F. Don L. Harding 
Carey, Atty for Dftd .Bechtel, Inc. 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: richards 
brandr miller Receipt number: 0055520 Dated: 
1/30/2007 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Motion for Limited Admission; Melinda A. Morgan, Don L. Harding 
Atty for Dfdts.Flowserve Corp. 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: donald f 
Carey Receipt number: 0055818 Dated: 
1/31/2007 Amount: $58.00 (Check) p7u * 
Date: 1/6/2009 
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ROA Report 
Case: CV-2006-0003166-OC Current Judge: Mitchell Brown 
John D. Adamson vs. FMC Corporation, eta[. 
Date Code User 
User: BCANO 
Judge 
1 /3112007 ORDR DCANO 
DCANO 
LINDA 
211 12007 MARLEA 
21612007 SMlS DCANO 
211 212007 ELLA 
ANSW DCANO 
NOTC DCANO 
ATTR DCANO 
MARLEA 
ANSW DCANO 
312612007 AFFD DCANO 
AFFD DCANO 
AFFD DCANO 
AFFD DCANO 
AFFD DCANO 
312812007 AFFD DCANO 
Order for Limited Aqmission; slJ. Harding on Don L. Harding 
1-30-07 
Defendant Gould Electronics, Inc.'s Answer and Don L. Harding 
Jury Demand; Donald F. Carey atty for Dfdts, 
Gould Electronics, Inc. 
Parker-Hannifin Corporation's Answer to PiaintiRs Don L. Harding 
Complaint and REquest for Jury Trial; atty Kevin 
Scanlan 
Filing: I IA - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: hall farley 
Receipt number: 0055928 Dated: 21112007 
Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Summons Issued; to Gardner Denver, Inc. Don L. Harding 
Filing: I IA - Civil An~wer Or Appear. More Than Don t. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Brassey, 
Wetherell, Crawford Receipt number: 0057494 
Dated: 211212007 Amount: $58.00 {Check) 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial; Christopher P. Don L. Harding 
Graham, Atty for Dfdts. Fairbanks Morse Pump 
Corporation 
Notice of Substitution of Counsel; Christopher P. Don L. Harding 
Graham Atty for Dfdts. Fairbanks Morse Pump 
Corp. 
Defendant: Fairbanks Morse Pump Corporation Don L. Harding 
Attorney Retained Christopher P. Graham 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior App*:arance Paid by: MOFFATT 
THOMAS BARRETT ROCK Receipt number: 
0062890 Dated: 311912007 Amount: $58.00 
(Check) 
Answer of Defendant Henry Vogt Machine, Co.; Don L. Harding 
Gary T. Dance, Atty for Henry Vogt Machine, Go. 
Affidavit of service; served Bechtel, Inc. through Don L. Harding 
Phyliss O'Dea, Paralegal and a person 
authoriazed to accept service on 1-9-07 
Affidavit of Service; served Steve Lichfield, Don L, Harding 
Assistance General Counsel for Schneider 
Electric and Square D. Company on 1-1 1-07 
Affidavit of Service; served Laura Hanish, Human Don L. Harding 
Resources Assistar *:e for Nikko Materials USA 
on 1-11-07 
Affidavit of Service; served Tammy Horn Don L. Harding 
authorized to Accept Service for Allish Chalmers 
Corp, c/o CT Corporation systems on 2-9-07 
Affidavit of Service; served Ann Pedigi, Don L. Harding 
Vice-President for Fairbanks Morse Pump 
Corporation on 1-1 1-07 
Affidavit of Service; served Keith Bowersock, Don L. Harding 
Security for H. Parker Hannifin Corp, on 1-1 1-07 
t 7 Y 3  
Date: 1/6/2009 
Time: 09:47 AM 
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Date Code 
3/28/2007 AFFD 
AFFD 
ST1 P 
ORDR 
DSBT 
DFJT 
ATTR 
NOAP 
4/30/2007 
ANSW 
711 312007 STlP 
711 812007 ORDR 
CDlS 
911 412007 MOTN 
AFFD 
MEMO 
9/20/2007 HRSC 
9/24/2007 AFFD 
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"w& @&$i ROA Report 
Case: CV-2006-0003166-OC Current Judge: Mitchell Brown 
John D. Adamson vs. FMC Corporation, etal. 
User 
DCANO 
DCANO 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
ELLA 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAM I LLE 
ELLA 
CAM I LLE 
AMANDA 
AMANDA 
AMANDA 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
User: DCAMO 
Judge 
Affidavit of Service; served Lee Sadler, Human Don L. Harding 
Resourse Director, $ulzer Pump, I nc. parent 
Company of Johnston Pumps on 1-30-07 
Afidavit of Service; served Lynette Jones, Don L, Warding 
Litigation Manager for Faairbanks Morse Pump 
on 1-30-07 
Stipulation for dismissal without prej P&H Mining Don L. Harding 
equipment, Inc. F/KA Harnischfeger Corporation : 
aty Bruce Larson for Def. 
Order for Dismissal without Prej P & H Mining Don L. Harding 
Equipment, Inc. Harnischfeger Corporation : aty 
Bruce larson for Def. 
Dismissed Before Trial Or Hearing; J Harding Don L. Harding 
3-27-07 (Def P & H Cranes) 
Filing: I IA  - Civil An. wer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Donald 
Carey Receipt number: 0065380 Dated: 
4/5/2007 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Def Johnston Pump Companys Answer and Jury Don L. Harding 
Demand; aty Donald Carey 
Demand For Jury Trial Don L. Harding 
Defendant: Johnsons Pumps Attorney Retained Don L. Harding 
Donald F Carey 
Notice Of Appearance Don L. Harding 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Don L. Harding 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Perkins 
Coie LLP Receipt ~jrmber: 0069039 Dated: 
4/30/2007 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Honeywell, Inc's Answer to complaint; aty Don L. Harding 
Richard Boardman for Def Honeywell 
Stipulation for Dismissal of Defendant Reliance Don L. Harding 
Electric Co; DA Carey 
Order for Dismissal with Prejudice of Defendant Don L. Harding 
Reliance Electric Co; Is/ J Harding 07-1 7-07 
Civil Disposition Don L. Harding 
Motion for summary judgment, aty Don Carey Don L. Harding 
Affidavit of Donald Carey in support of Motion for Don L. Harding 
summary judgment, aty Don Carey 
Memorandum in s.:-pport of motin for summary Don L. Harding 
judgment, aty Don Carey 
Notice of Hearing RE: Motion for Summary Don L. Harding 
Judgment- Hearing Scheduled (Motion 
10/12/2007 10:30 AM)- by DA Bechtel thru DA 
Brown. 
Affidavit of Ben Ritchie; aty Ben Ritchie for Defs Don L. Harding 
/ 7 q 9  
Date: 11612009 ~iqz$gdic ia l  District Court 'Bannock C o u n g i k  
c " &"<zr *? 
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Page 8 of 13 Case: CV-2006-0003166-OC Current Judge: Mitchell Brown 
John D. Adamson vs. FMC Corporation, etal. 
Date Code User 
9/24/2007 CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
NOTC CAM I LLE 
9/27/2007 NOTC CAMILLE 
HRSC CAMILLE 
101112007 CAM I LLE 
1 0/2/2007 AFFD CAMILLE 
RESP CAMILLE 
MEMO CAMILLE 
MOTN CAMILLE 
MOTN CAM I LLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
INHD CAMILLE 
Judge 
Def Sterling Fluid Systems LLC;s improperly sued Don L. Harding 
as starling fluid systems peerless pumps; 
Memornadurn in s u ~ ~ o r t  of motion for summary 
judgment; 
Def Sterling Fluid Systems LLC's Motion for Don L. Harding 
summary judgment, aty David Gardner 
Notice of hearing, aty David Gardner Don L. Harding 
Amended notice of hearing; set for 11-9-07 at Don L. I-larding 
10:30 am: aty David Gardner for Def. 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Summary Don L. Harding 
Judgment 11/09/2007 10:30 AM) 
Joinder of Def Paramount supply company in Def Don L. Harding 
Sterling fluid systems LLC's Motion for summary 
judgment; aty Steven Rizzo 
Affidavit of John Adqmson; aty James Arnold for Don L. Harding 
plntfs 
Plntfs resp to def Bechtel, Inc's motion for Don L. Harding 
summary judgment; aty James ARnold for 
plntfs 
Plntfs Memorandum in support of motion to Don L. Harding 
amend complaint; aty James Arnold for plntfs 
Joinder in motions for summary judgment by Def Don 1. Harding 
Ericsson, Inc. as successor in interest to the 
Anaconda W~re and Cable Company; aty Tom 
High 
Plntfs Motion to Amend Complaint; aty James Don L. Harding 
Aronld; 
Def Crane Co and I-roney Well Incs Joinder in Don L. Harding 
sterling fluid systems motion for summary 
judgment, aty Randy Schmitz for def 
Def Crane Co. and Honeywell, Inc's Joinder in Don L. Harding 
Bechtels Motion for summary Judgment ; aty 
Kelly Cameron for Def. 
Def Fairbanks Morse Pump Corporation Joinder Don L. Harding 
in Def Bechtel, Inc's and Def Sterling Fluid 
Systems (USA) LLC's Motions for summary 
Judgment,: aty Chris Graham for Def. 
Def Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's Don L. Harding 
(improperly) sued as Sterling Fluid Systems 
Peerliess Pumps Jclnder in Def Bechtel, Inc's 
Motion for Summary Judgment, aty David 
Gardner 
Def Henry Vogt Machine Co's Joinder in Def Don L. Harding 
Bechtel, Inc's and Def Sterling Fluid System 
(USA) LLC's Motions for summary Judgment 
Interim Hearing Held; minute entry and Order, ( Don L. Harding 
Court took the matter under Advisment ) J 
Harding 10-1 9-07 P 7 g% 
Date: 1161200~ 
Time: 09:47 AM 
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John D. Adamson vs. FMC Corporation, etal. 
Code User 
INHD BRANDY 
MOTN CAMILLE 
MOTN CAMILLE 
MOTN CAM I LLE 
MOTN CAM I LLE 
CAMlLLE 
OBJT CAMILLE 
ORDR CAMILLE 
RESP CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
INHD BRANDY 
CAM I LLE 
NOTC CAM I LLE 
HRSC CAMILLE 
NOTC CAMILLE 
MOTN CAMILLE 
NOTC CAMILLE 
MOTN CAMILLE 
User: DCANGt 
Judge 
Hearing result for Motion held on 10/12/2007 Don L. Harding 
10:30 AM: Interim Hearing Held Motion for 
Summary Judgment; under advisement after 25 
days given to supplcffment argument 
Motion for limited Admission of G Patterson Don L. Harding 
Keahey; aty James Arnold and G Panerson 
Keahey for plntfs 
Reply in further support of motion for summary Don L. Harding 
judgmnet, aty Don Carey 
Plntfs motion for adoption of plntfs proposed Trial Don t. Harding 
Schedule; aty James Arnold 
Plntfs Motion to Stay; aty James Arnold Don L. Harding 
Joinder of Def Flowserve Corporation (fka) Durco Don L. Harding 
International, Inc) in Def Sterling Fluid Systems 
(USA) LLC's Motion for summary Judgment; 
aty Christian Nelson for Def Flowserve 
Corporation 
Plntfs Objection and Response to Def Sterling Don L. Harding 
Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's Motion for Summary 
Judgment, aty James Arnold and G Patterson 
Keahey for plntf 
Order for limited Admission of G Patterson Don L. Harding 
Keahey ; J Harding 10-26-07 
Plntfs Resp to Def Bechtel, Inc's Reply in further Don L. Harding 
support of Motion for Summary Judgment, aty 
James Arnold and G Patterson Keahey for plntf 
Def. Sterling Fluid Systems USA LLC's Don L. Harding 
Improperly Sued as Sterling Fluid Systems 
(Peerless Pumps) Reply Memorandum in support 
of motion for summiiry judgment,: aty David 
Gardner for Def. Sterling Fluid Systems 
Hearing result for Motion for Summary Judgment Don L. Harding 
held on 1 1/09/2007 10:30 AM: Interim Hearing 
Held 
Supplemental Brief in further support of motion Don L. Harding 
for summary judgment, aty Jeremy Brown 
Plntfs Notice of hearing; set for 12-14-07 at Don L. Harding 
10:30: aty G Patterson Keahey for plntfs 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion 12/14/2007 10:30 Don L. Harding 
AM) 
Plntfs notice to vacate; aty G Patterson Keahey Don L. Harding 
for plntfs 
Plntfs Motion for stay of proceedings and request Don L. Harding 
for scheduling conf. aty James Arnold for 
plntfs 
Notice of hearing on plntfs motion to consolidate; Don L. Harding 
aty G Patterson 
Plnts Motion to Consolidate; aty G Patterson Don L. Harding 
Keahey for plntfs /';Pg& 
Date: 1/6/2009 
Time: 09:47 AM 
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Case: CV-2006-0003166-06 Current Judge: Mitchell Brown 
John D. Adamson vs. FMC Corporation, etal. 
Date Code User 
User: DCANO 
Judse 
1211 012007 OBJT CAMILLE 
OBJT 
OBJT 
OBJT 
OBJT 
OBJT 
OBJT 
OBJT 
OBJT 
OBJT 
OBJT 
OBJT 
AFFD 
1211 212007 NOTC 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAM I LLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAM I LLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
NOTC CAMILLE 
Objection to motion for stay; aty Don Carey for Don L. Harding 
Def Steel West, Inc. : 
Bechtel, Inc's Objection to plntfs motion to stay; Don L. Harding 
aty Don Carey for Bechtel 
Objection to Motion for Stay; aty Don Carey for Don L. Harding 
Def Johnston Pumps 
Objection to Motion for Stay; aty Don Carey for Don L. Harding 
Def Reliance Electric Co. 
Objection to motion for stay; aty don Carey for Don L. Harding 
Def American Optical Corp 
Objection to Motion for Stay; aty Don Carey for Don L. Harding 
Def Gould Inc. 
Objection to Plntfs Motion to consolidate; aty Don L. Harding 
Don Carey for Bechtel 
Objection to plntfs Motion to Consolidate; aty Don L. Harding 
Don Carey for Steet,West, Inc. 
Objection to plntfs motion to consolidate; aty don Don L. Harding 
Carey for Reliance Electric Co. 
Objection to plntfs motion to consolidate; aty Don L. Harding 
Objection to plntfs motion to consolidate; aty Don L. Harding 
Don Carey for Def Gould Electronics; inc 
Objection to plntfs motion to consolidate; aty don Don L. Harding 
Carey for Def American Optical Corporation 
Objection to plntfs Motion to consolidate; aty Don L. Harding 
Don Carey for Def Johnston Pump Company 
Affidavit of Ben Ritchie in support of Def Sterling Don L. Harding 
Fluid systems LLC's lmproperly sued as sterling 
fluid systems peerleps pumps Opposition to Plntfs 
Motion to Consolidate and Motion to Stay; aty 
Ben Ritchie for Def 
Def Sterling Fluid Systems USA LLC's lmproperly Don L. Harding 
sued as sterling fluid systems peerless pumps 
Opposition to Plntfs Motion to consolidate and 
Motion to stay; aty Ben Ritchie for Def. 
Def Sterling Fluid systems (USA) LLC's Don L. Harding 
lmproperly sued as sterling fluid systems 
(Peerless Pumps) Oppositions to plntfs proposed 
case management order; aty Ben Ritchie for 
Def. 
Notice of joinder by Eaton Electrical Inc. in Def Don L. Harding 
Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's Opposition to 
plntfs motion to con tolidate and motin to stay; 
and Def Sterling Flurd systems (USA) LIC;'s 
Opposition to plntfs proposed case management 
order; aty Howard Burnett for Def. 
Notice of service - Defs Steel West, Inc's first set Don L. Harding 
of request for Admissions and lnterrog to plntf; 
aty Don Carey 1.7 ~7 
Date: 1/6/2009 e4%@+ Si@~~gdic ia l  District Court - Bannock Coun %** User: DCANO 
Time: 09:47 AM %w@- ROA Repor% 
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John D. Adamson vs. FMC Corporation, eta!. 
Date Code User 
1211 212007 CAMILLE 
4 
&\ 
r\ 
\ CAMILLE 
1211 312007 NOTC CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
12/28/2007 CAMILLE 
1 11 I12008 BRFS CAM I LLE 
111 812008 MOTN BRANDY 
1 12312008 ORDR BRANDY 
312012008 N OTC CAMILLE 
312 112008 ORDR BRANDY 
Judge 
Def Parker Hannif-ins Joinder in Def Sterling fluid Don L. Harding 
Systems (USA) LLC's Opposition to plntfs Motion 
to consolidate and motion to stay; and Def 
Sterling Fluid systems (USA) LLC's Opposition to 
Plnffs Proposed casJr?i Management Order; aty 
Kevin Scanlan for Parker Hannifin Corp. 
Def Parker Hannifins Joinder in Def Sterling fluid Don L. Warding 
systems (USA) LLC's improperly sued as sterling 
fluid systems (perrless pumps) motion for 
summary judgment: aty Kevin Scanlan 
Notice of joinder by eaton electrical inc, in Def. Don L. Harding 
Bechtel, inc's motion for summary judgment; and 
Def Sterling Fluid systems (USA) LLC's Motion for 
summary judgment, aty Howard Burnen for 
Def. 
Def Gould Incorporated and Goulds Pumps Don L. Harding 
Trading Corps Joinder in sterling fluid systems 
LIC's Improperly sued as sterling fluid systems 
peerless pumps Opsosition to Plntfs Motion to 
consolidate and motion to stay; aty John Bailey 
Defs Fairbanks Morse Pump corporations Joinder Don L. Harding 
in Def Sterling Fluid Systems LLC's Improperly 
sued as sterling fluid systems peerless pumps 
Opposition to plntfs Proposed case management 
order; aty Christopher Graham for Def. 
Def Gardner Denver, Inc. and Paramount supply Don L. Warding 
companys joinder in sterling fluid systems 
objections to plntfs motion to stay and plntfs 
proposed case management order; aty Steven 
Rizzo for def. 
Def Gardner Denver inc's objection to plntfs Don L. Harding 
motion for consolid~ion; aty Steven Rizzo for 
def. 
Def Fairbanks Morse Pump Corporations Joinder Don L. Harding 
in Def Sterling Fluid Systems USA LLC's 
improperly sued as sterling fluid systems peerless 
pumps opposition to plntfs Motion to consolidate 
and motion to stay; aty Chris Graham for Def. 
Defendant Sterling fluid systems USA LLC's Don L. Harding 
supplemental Brief Re: condition precedent Rule; 
aty David Gardner for Def. 
Plntfs Supplemental Brief Regarding Condition Don L. Harding 
precedent rule; aty G Patterson Keahey for plntf 
Motion for admission of Courtney Sach; James Don L. Harding 
Arnold aty for pltf a 
Order for admission of Courtney Sach; J Harding Don L. Harding 
1-23-08 
Notice of supplemental authority; aty Ben Ritchie Don L. Harding 
Order for supplemental briefs regarding Don L. Harding 
supplemented authority; J Harding 3-21-08 
P" 468 
Si 4%3.# p&9~diclal District Court - Bannock ~ounkz&> 
e@gy ( &*a@ 2%% 
ROA Report -e* 
Date: 116312009 
Time: 09:47 AM 
Page 12 of 13 
User: DCANO 
Case: CV-2006-0003166-OC Curreit Judge: Mitchell Brown 
John D. Adamson vs. FMC Corporation, etal. 
Date 
4/4/2008 
Code User Judae 
RESP 
DEOP 
CAMILLE 
BRANDY 
Plaintiffs Response to Defendants notice of Don L. Harding 
supplemental authority; aty G Patterson Keahey 
for plntfs 
Memorandum Decision and Order Granting the Don L. Hard~ng 
Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment; 
Motion for Summa~9udgrnent is GRANTED and 
case is DISMISSED as to all counts against all 
Defendants with Prejudice; J Harding 4-9-08 
JDMT BRANDY Judgment; against the Plaintiff in favor of the Don L. Harding 
Defendants; J Harding 4-9-08 
Case Status Changed: Closed Don L. Harding CSTS 
CDIS 
MEMO 
BRANDY 
BRANDY 
CAMILLE 
Civil Disposition Don L. Harding 
Memorandum of costs; aty Tom High for def Don L. Harding 
Ericsson, Inc. 
CAMILLE Defendant sterling fluid systems (usa) LLCs Don L. Harding 
response to plntfs motion for reconsideration;; 
aty Ben Ritchie for def sterling fluid systems usa 
IIc : < 
Stipulation of dismissal; Laurie Anger for def Don i. Harding 
Owens Illinois, inc. 
ST1 P 
ORDR 
N OTC 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
BRANDY 
Order of dismissal; with prej: plntfs and def Don L. Warding 
Owens Illinois specifically: J Harding 8-4-08 
Notice vacating hearing; Court had orally set Don t. Harding 
hearing for 9-12-08 on Pltfs Motion for 
Reconsideration at dfdts request; Court does not 
have Motion to Reconsider and therefore vacates 
hearing; pltf counsel did not ever call for date 
either; J Harding 
911 912008 MOTN 
912412008 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
Plntfs Motion for reconsideration; aty James Don L. Harding 
Arnold for plntf 
Def Sterling Fl;uid sjstems (USA) LLC's response Don L. Harding 
to plntfs september 19, Motion for 
reconsideration; aty Ben Ritchie 
Notice of hearing on plntfs motion for Don L. Harding 
reconsideration; aty Ben Ritchie for def 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion 0913012008 11:OO Don L. Harding 
AM) 
N OTC 
H RSC 
CSTS 
MEMO 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
Case Status Changed: Closed pending clerk Don L. Harding 
action 
Memorandum Decision and Order denying plntfs Mitchell Brown 
Motions for reconsideration; J Harding 10-1-08 
Amended Judgment, Judgment is hereby Mitchell Brown 
entered against the ,olntf in favor of the defs: J 
Harding 10-1 5-08 
Appealed To The Supreme Court Mitchell Brown DCANO 
DCANO 
APSC 
MlSC NOTICE OF APPEAL; James C. Arnold, Atty for Mitchell Brown 
Plntfs. f? 3v7 
Date: 1/6/2009 
Time: 0947 AM 
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Case: CV-2006-0003166-OC Current Judge: Mitchell Brown 
John D. Adamson vs. FMC Corporation, etal. 
Date Code User 
User: DCAIVO 
1 1/3/2008 MlSC DCANO 
MlSC 
1 1/10/2008 MlSC 
1 1/25/2008 MlSC 
MI SC 
MlSC 
12/8/2008 MlSC 
12/30/2008 MlSC 
MlSC 
DCANO 
DCANO 
DCANO 
DCANO 
DCANO 
DCANO 
DCANO 
DCANO 
DCANO 
Notified Plntfs. Attorney for fees filing Supreme Mitchell Brown 
Court Appeal on 11-03-08. 
Filing: T - Civil Appeals To The Supreme Court Mitchell Brown 
($86.00 for the Supreme Court to be receipted via 
Misc. Payments. The $1 5.00 County District 
Court fee to be inse;ted here.) Paid by: 
Petersen, parkinso, & Arnold Receipt number: 
0041 863 Dated: 1 1/7/2008 Amount: $1 5.00 
(Check) For: Adamson, John D. (plaintiff) 
Miscellaneous Payment: Supreme Court Appeal Mitchell Brown 
Fee (Please insert case #) Paid by: Petersen, 
Parkinson & Arnold Receipt number: 0041865 
Dated: 1 1/7/2008 Amount: $86.00 (Check) 
Received from Petersen, Parkinson, & Arnold on Mitchell Brown 
11-7-08 for $101 .OO check # 13251 and $100.00 
check # 13252 for Clerk's Record. 
Clerk's Certificate of Appeal signed and mailed to Mitchell Brown 
all parties on 1 1-1 0-08. 
IDAHO SUPREME ~ O U R T ;  Notice of Appeal Mitchell Brown 
received in Supreme Court on 1 1-14-08. Clerk's 
Record and Reporter's TRanscript must be filed 
in Scon 1-23-08. ( 12-1 9-08 5 weeks prior) 
IDAHO SUPREME COURT; Clerk's Certificate of Mitchell Brown 
Appeal received in SC on 11-14-08. 
IDAHO SUPREME COURT; Gary T. Dance does Mitchell Brown 
not wish to participate in the appellate settlement. 
REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT received in Court Mitchell Brown 
Records on 12-8-08 for hearing held 9-30-08 for 
Motion for Reconsideration. 
IDAHO SUPREME COURT: Clerk's Record and Mitchell Brown 
Transcript Due Date Rest to 2-1 9-09. 
IDAHO SUPREME COURT: Order Granting Mitchell Brown 
Motion to Consolidate Appeals. Motion to 
Consolidate Appeal Granted. 
*&$ 
*;"&&** 
James C. Arnold ~*&l!3 No. 36388 
PETERSEN, PARKINSON 
& ARNOLD, PLLG 
390 N, Capital Avenue 
P.O. Box "d64.5 
Idaho Fails, ID 83403-4645 
Telephone (208) 522-5208 
Facsimile (208) 522-8547 
G. PaWrson Keahey 
G. Pataerson Keahey, P.C. 
One Independence Plaza, Suite 612 
Birmingham, Alabama 35209 
Telephone: 205-871 -0707 
Facsimile: 205-871 -0801 
Ataorneys for Plaintiffs 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF: IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BAMNBCI( 
i'i 
4) 
fix JOHN D. ADAMSON, individually, and 
\ in his capacity as Personal 
1 
Representative of  The Estate of 
1 
JOHN W. ADAMSON 
1 
) 
Plaintiff, 
&MC Corporation individually and on 
behalf of its former Coffin Turbo Pump 
Operation and former Peerless Pump, 
dChicago Pump and Link-Belt 
Business; 
JNIKKO Materials USA, Inc., dlbla 
JGOUI~ Electric lnc., individually and as 
successor in interest to Goulds, lnc., 
4 lmperia! Corporation, ~ a s t r n a n d  
 corpsr ration, Ir*lrperlal Easimal-t 
h20rporation,"f~~ Circuit Breaker 
Jompany, and Century Electric; J 
(~chneider Electric, individually and o~ 
behalf of Square D Company; J 
/Alaskan Copper Works; 
JAIIis Chalmers Corporation; 
~Amerivent Sales, Inc.; 
d ~ r i c s s o n ,  Inc., as Successor in 
Interest to the Anaconda Wire & Cable 
Company; 
d ~ a r d n e r  Denver, Inc.; 
 en^ Vogt Machine Co.; 
/Obit Industries, Inc.; 
baramount  Supply Co.; 
Waul Roberts Machine Supply; 
d Pocatello Supply, lnc.; 
J Rupert Iron Works; 
JParker Hannifin Corporation 
successor in interest to Sacoma- 
{Sierra, lnc.; 
/Steel West, Inc.; 
JBechtel, lnc.; 
g::iiLois, lnc.; 
JAmerican Optical Corporation; 
JEaton Electrical Corporation flWa 
4 Cutler Hammer; 
*I ,/Flowserve Corporation individually ? and as success r to The Duriron 4 Company, Inc. KA Durco 
International; 
d~airbanks Morse Pump Corporation 
JHoneywell, lnc. (Specifically excludirtg 
liability for NARCO) individually and 
as successor to Allied Signal, Bendix, 
Wheelabrator, Rust Engineering, and 
Allied Chemical; 
{Reliance Electric Motors individually 
and as successor to Master Electric; 
JP & H Cranes; 
ohnson Pumps; 
Sterling Fluid System (Peerless J' 
Pumps) 
Defendan@. 
COMPLAINT 
NOW COMES the Plaintiff, Jahn D. Adamson, a citizen and resident of the 
State of Utah, and alleges and shows as follows: 
The Defendants andlor their predecessors in ~nterests are ldaho 
corporations as well as foreign corporations who are subject to the jurisdiction of 
this Court. Each foreign corporation at all times relevant hereto, mined, 
manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded andlor retained 
substantial amounts of asbestos containing materials which were sold, 
distributed and used in Idaho. 
1. Defendant, ALASKAN COPPER WORKS, is a Company that was 
at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of ldaho and is 
subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a 
copy of the Summons and Complaint to 2440 SE Raymond Street, Portland, OR 
97202. 
2, Defendant, Allis Chalniers Corporation, is a company that was at 
one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of ldaho and is 
subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a 
copy of the Summons and Complaint to 1126 S. 7oth street, West Allis, W6 
53214. 
3. Defendant, AMERIVENT SALES, INC., is a company that was at 
one time or is currently authclrized to do business in the State of ldaho and is 
subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by mailing a 
copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for 
service of process to 188 Elder Street, Bogart, GA 30622. 
4. Defendant, ERICSSON, INC. as Successor in Interest to the 
ANACONDA WIRE & CABLE COMPANY is a company that was at one time or is 
currently authorized to do business in the State of ldaho and is subject to the 
jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by mailing a copy of the 
Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for service of 
process to 512 VV. Bannock, Boise, ID 83702. 
5. Defendant, GARDNER DENVER, INC.. is a company that was at 
one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of ldaho and is 
subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by mailing a 
copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for 
service of process to 1800 Gardner Denver EXPY, Quincy, IL 62301. 
6. Defendant, HENRY VOGT MACHINE CO., is a company that was 
at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of ldaho and is 
subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by mailing a 
copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for 
service of process to 1000 W. Ormsby Ave., Louisville, KY 4021 0. 
7. Defendant, OBIT INDUSTRIES, INC., is a company that was at one 
time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of ldaho and is subject 
to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by mailing a copy of 
the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for service 
of process to 2100 South Figueroa Street, Los Angeles, CA 90007. 
8. Defendant, PARAMOUNT SUPPLY CO., is a company that was at 
one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of ldaho and is 
subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by mailing a 
copy ofthe Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for 
service of process to 1474 4. Atlanta Street, Idaho Falls, ID 83402. 
9. Defendant, PAUL ROBERTS MACHINE SUPPLY, is a company 
that was at one time ar is currently authorized to do business in the State of 
ldaho and is subject to the jurisdidian of this Gaud. Defendant may be sewed by 
mailing a copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered 
agent for service of process to 247 Arrowood Dr., Nodhbrook, I t  60062- 
10. Defendant, ADVANCED INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY, INC. Vkla 
POCATELLO SUPPLY, INC., is a Corporation that was at one time or is currently 
I 9 
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authorized to do business in the State of ldaho and has a registered office in 
'. 
Cincinnati, Ohio and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be 
sewed by delivering a copy of the Summons and Complaint via cedified mail to 
its registered agent for service of process to William E. Winn, 3235 Poieline, Rb, 
Pocatello, ID 83201. 
14. Defendant, RUPERT- IRON WORKS, is a Corporation that was at 
one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of ldaho and is 
subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be sewed by delivering a 
copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for 
service of process to Magdalena M. Hirsch, 1305 D. Street, Rdpert, ID 83350. 
12. Defendant, PARKER HANNIFIN CORPORATION SUCCESSOR IN 
INTEREST TO SACOMA-SIERRA, INC., is a Corporation that was at one time or 
is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the 
jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the 
Summons and Complaint via cefiified mail to its registered agent for service of 
process to 17325 Euclid Ave., Cleveland, OH 441 12. 
13. Defendant, STEEL WEST, INC., is a Corporation that was at one 
time or is currentiy authorized to do business in the State of ldaho and is subject 
to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of 
the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for service 
of process to Michael Hoehner, 5690 Industry Way, Pocatello, ID 83202. 
14. Defendant, BECHTEL, INC., is a Corporation that was at one time 
or is currently authorized to do business in the State of ldaho and is subject to 
the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the 
Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for service of 
process to 50 Beale Street, San Francisco, CA 941 05. 
15. Defendant, CRANE CO., is a Corporation that was at one time or is 
currently authorized to do business in the State of ldaho and is subject to the 
jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the 
Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for service of 
process to 300 North 6th Street, Boise, ID 83701. 
16. Defendant, QWENS ILLINOIS, INC., is a Corporation that was at 
one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of ldaho and is 
subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a 
copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to World Headquarters, 
One Seagate, Toledo, OH 43666. 
17. Defendant, AMERICAN OPTICAL CORPORATION, is a 
Corporation that was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the 
State of ldaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defeadant may be 
served by delivering a copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to 
its registered agent for service of process to 100 Mechanic Street: Southbridge, 
MA 04550. 
18. Defendant, EATON ELECTRICAL CORPORAITON f/Wa CUTLER 
, Pi 
/ 
n HAMMER, is a Corporation that was at one time or is currently authorized to do 
\ 
business in the State of ldaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. 
Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Summons and Complaint 
via certified mail to its registered agent for service of process to 300 North 6th 
Street, Boise, 1D 83701. 
19. Defendant, FLOWSERVE CORPORATION Individually and as 
successor to THE DURIRON COMPANY, INC. f/k/a DURCO INTERNATIONAL, 
is a Corporation that was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in 
the State of ldaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may 
be served by delivering a copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified mail 
to its registered agent for service of process to 50 W. Broadway, 8th Floor, Salt 
Lake City, UT 841 01. 
20. Defendant, FAIRBANKS MORSE PUMP CORPORATION, is a 
Corporation that was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the 
State of ldaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be 
served by delivering a copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to 
its registered agent for service of process to Mike Griffin, 3601 Fairbanks 
Avenue, Kansas City, KS 66106. 
21. Defendant, HONEYWELL, INC. (SPECIFICALLY EXCLUDING 
LIABILITY FOR NARCO) individually and as successor to ALLIED SIGNAL, 
BENDIX, WHEELABRATOR, RUST ENGINEERING, and ALLIED CHEMICAL, is 
a Corporation that was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the 
State of ldaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be 
1 k 
9 n served by delivering a copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to 
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its registered agent for service of process to 50 W. Broadway, 8th Floor, Salt Lake 
City, UP 841 01 . 
22. Defendant, RELIANCE ELECTRIC MOTORS Individually and as 
successor to MASTER ELECTRIC, is a Corporation that was at one time or is 
currently authorized to do business in the State of ldaho and is subject to the 
jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the 
Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for service of 
process to David A. Johnson, 3225 Airbase Road, Mountain Home, ID 83647. 
23. Defendant, P & H CRANES, is a Corporation that was at one time 
or is currently authorized to do business in the State of ldaho and is subject to 
the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the 
Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for service of 
process to 4400 W National Ave, Milwaukee, WI 53201. 
24. Defendant, JOHNSTON PUMPS, is a Corporation that was at one 
time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of ldaho and is subject 
to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of 
the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for service 
of process to 208 South LaSalle Street, Chicago, It 601 076. 
25. Defendant, STERLING FLUID SYSTEM (Peerless Pumps), is a 
company that was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the 
State of ldaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be 
served by delivering a copy of the Summons and Complaint to its registered 
agent for service of process to C.T. Corporation System, 818 West Seventh 
b 
6 T"i' Street, Los Angeles, CA 9001 7. 
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26. Defendant, FMC CORPORATION Individually and on behalf of its 
former COFFIN TURBO PUMP OPERATION AND FORMER PEERLESS 
PUMP, CHICAGO PUMP AND LINK-BELT BUSINESS, is a company that was at 
one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is 
subject to the jurisdiction cf this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a 
copy of the Summons and Complaint to its registered agent for service of 
process to 300 NORTH SIXTH STREET, BOISE, ID 83701 
27. Defendant. NIKKO MATERIALS USA, INC., d/b/a GOULD 
ELECTRIC INC., lndividually and as Srlccessor in Interest to GOULDS, INC., 
IMPERIAL CORPORATION, EASTPSIAN CORPORATION, IPAPERIAL EASTMAN 
CORPORATION, ITE CIRCUIT BREAKER COkCIPANY, AND CENTURY 
ELECTRIC, is a company that was at one time or is currently authorized to do 
business in the State of ldaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. 
Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Summons and Complaint to 
its registered agent for senrice of process to 1209 Orange Street, Wilmington, DE 
19801. 
28. Defendant, SCHNEIDER ELECTRIC, Individually and on behalf of 
SQUARE D COMPANY, is a company that was at one time or is currently 
authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of 
this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Summons and 
Complaint to its registered agent for service of process to 50 West Broadway, 8'h 
Floor, Salt Lake City, Utah 841 01. 
29. Venue of this action is proper in Bannock County. Several of the 
corporate defendants reside in Bannock County by virtue of the fact that their 
registered agents reside here. Venue is appropriate with regard to the remaining 
defendants by virtue of the fact that they are joint tortfeasors with the resident 
defendants. 
30. Each Defendant corporation or its predecessor-in-interest, with the 
exception of the Metropolitan Life Insurance Company, is, or at times material 
hereto, has been engaged in the mining processing and/or manufacturing, sale 
and distribution of asbestos and asbestos-containing products and/or machinery 
requiring or calling for the use of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products. 
31. Plaintiff would show that for a period of many years, his decedent 
worked with and/or was exposed to asbestos-containing products andlor 
machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing 
products while working in various shipyards, steel mills, refineries, paper mills, 
chemical plants, power plants andlor other facilities in the United States. Plaintiffs 
would show that his decedent was exposed on numerous occasions, to 
asbestos-containing products andlor machinery requiring or calling for the use of 
asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products produced andlor sold by 
Defendants and, in so doing, inhaled great quantities of asbestos fibers. Fudher 
Plaintiff alleges, as more specifically set out below, that his decedent suffered 
injuries, diseases and death proximately caused by his exposure to asbestos- 
containing products designed, manufactured and sold by Defendants. 
32. Plaintiff alleges his decedent was exposed to asbestos-containing 
products andlor machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos and/or 
asbestos-containing products in his occupations. In that each exposure to such 
products caused or contributed to his injuries and diseases, Plaintiff says that the 
doctrine of joint and several liability should be extended to apply to each 
Defendant herein. 
33. In the event that Plaintiff is unable to identify each of his decedent's 
injurious exposure to asbestos containing products and/or machinery requiring or 
calling for the use of asbestos and/or asbestos- containing products. he would 
show the Court that the Defendants named herein represent and/or represented 
a substantial share of the relevant market of asbestos-containing products andlor 
machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andlor asbestos containing 
products at ail times material to the cause of action. Consequently, each 
Defendant should be held jointly and severally liable under the doctrines of 
enterprise liability, market-share liability, concert of action and alternative liability, 
among others 
3 4 ~  t-lowever, the Plaintiff makes no claim against the bankrupt 
defendants since they are prohibited by law from bringing such claim. Likewise, 
the Plaintiff makes no claim for exposure to asbestos against their employers 
occurring during the course and scope of their employment with said employers. 
Furthermore, the plaintiff waives, remits, releases, discharges, and dismisses 
any claim or potentiali claim for responsibility, in whole or in part, for any or all 
Plaintiff's decedents' injuries, damages and death to the entities Asbestos Corp. 
Ltd, Atlas Turner, Inc., Lac D'Amiante du Quebec, Les Mines D'Amiante Bell, 
Ltd., andlor Societe Miniere Mazarin, Inc., or any other entity that may be, or may 
claim to be, a Foreign Sovereign subject to the Foreign Sovereign Immunity Act. 
Plaintiff does not assert any claims for, does not seek any damages for, and 
disclaims, waives, releases and discharges any recovery of damages for any 
injuries arising out of exposure to asbestos-containing products designed, 
manufactured, distributed, sold or marketed by, or any actions or inactions of 
Asbestos Corp. Ltd, Atlas Turner, Inc., Lac D'Amiante du Quebec, Les Mines 
D'Amiante Bell, Ltd., andlor Societe Miniere Mazarin, Inc. or any other entity that 
may be or may claim to be a Foreign Sovereign under the Foreign Sovereign 
lmmunity Act. To the extent plaintiff's decedent was exposed to such asbestos- 
containing products and sustained injuries there from plaintiff hereby waives, 
releases and discharges his right to recover damages for such injuries. Every 
claim arising under the Constitution, treaties, or laws of the United States is 
expressly disclaimed, waived, released and discharged (including any claim 
arising from an act or omission on a federal enclave, or of any officer of the U. S. 
or any agency or person acting under him occurring under color of such office). 
Any and all claims of admiralty or maritime law are also waived, discharged, 
released and disclaimed. Further, Plaintiff seeks, and will seek, the entry of a 
final judgment in this action against the named defendants only, who are not 
bankrupt. 
35. In addition to Defendants named herein, there are Defendants 
whose identities are presently unknown to Plaintiff. These Defendants designed, 
tested, evaluated, manufactured, mined, packaged, furnished, supplied andlor 
sold asbestos-containing products, many of which were not conspicuously 
marked by content, name, manufacturer, or otherwise, the precise identity of 
these products are unknown to Plaintiff. These unidentified Defendants are 
named by Plaintiff as "John Doe" Defendants in accordance with Rule 9(h) 
M.R.C.P. (Fictitious Parties) and every allegation in this Complaint is an 
allegation and a filing as of this date against each "John Doe" Defendant. 
The Federal Courts lack subject matter jurisdiction over this action, as there is no 
federal question and incomplete diversity of citizenship due to the presence of an 
Idaho defendant. Removal is improper. Every claim arising under the 
Constitution, treaties, or laws of the United States is expressly disciairned 
(including any claim arising frorrl and act or omissioti on a federal enclave, or 
omission on a federal enclave, or of any officer of the U.S. or any agency or 
person acting under him occurring ufider color of such office). No claim of 
admiralty or maritime law is raised. Plaintiff sues no fcrreign state or agency. 
Venue is proper in Bannock County, Idaho. 
FOR A FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Negligence) 
36. The factual and jurisdictional allegations of paragraphs one through 
thihay-four (1-34) are re-alleged and incorporated herein as if repeated verbatim. 
37. Plarntiff's decedent was exposed to asbestos related makrials and 
other asbestos containing products mined, manufactured, processed, imported, 
converted, compounded, sold or distributed by each defendant. Plaintiffs 
decedent was exposed to asbestos while employed. During his employment, the 
pfaintiifd's decedent inhaled and absorbed asbestos fibers emanating from certain 
products of each of the defendants. As a result, Plaintiff's decedent developed 
mesothelioma, an asbestos related disease. 
38. At all times relevant hereto, each defendant knew that its asbestos 
containing products would be used without inspection for defects and that any 
such inspection would not have advised Plaintiff's decedent of the facts that: the 
asbestos contained in each defendant's asbestos containing products could 
cause the injuries which he developed. Such facts made each of the defendants' 
asbestos containing products inherently and unreasonably dangerous in that 
Plaintiff's decedent was not appraised of, and did not contemplate, the danger of 
contracting asbestos related diseases as a result of his exposure to, and 
inhalation of, the asbestos fibers contained in each of the defendants' asbestos 
containing products which he used or was exposed to during his employment. 
39. Each defendant was in the business of manufacturing, installing, 
removing, disturbing, selling or distributing asbestos containing products at all 
times relevant to this action. Each defendant knew that Plaintiff's decedent or 
others similarly situated would come in contact with their asbestos containing 
products and would be exposed to the inhalation of the asbestos fibers contained 
iin each of their asbestos containing products. Each defendant knew that 
Plaintiff's decedent, or others similarly situated, would be in danger of developing 
asbestos related diseases such as asbestosis or other forms of cancer. Each 
defendant was negligent in one, some or all of the following respects, and such 
negligence was the direct and proximate cause of Plaintiff's decedent's injuries, 
I disabilities and death: 9 
ip 
fi 40. In failing to adequately warn Plaintiff's decedent of the dangerous 
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characteristics of asbestos products in that each defendant failed to warn 
Plaintiff's decedent that he could develop fatal injuries including, but not limited 
to, asbestosis, mesothelioma and other forms of cancer as a result of being 
exposed to each defendant's asbestos containing products. 
a. In failing to provide Plaintiff's decedent with information as 
to what would be reasonably safe and sufficient wearing apparel and proper 
protective equipment and appliances, if any existed, to protect Plaintiff's 
decedent from being harmed and disabled from exposure to asbestos. 
b. In failing to take reasonable precautions or exercise 
reasonable care to publish, adopt and enforce a safety plan and a safe method of 
handling and installing asbestos materials. 
c. In continuing to manufacture, install, remove, disturb, sell 
and distribute asbestos products when each defendant knew that such products 
caused injuries or death from asbestosis, mesothelioma or other forms of cancer 
in those persons exposed to asbestos products. 
d. On affirmatively misrepresenting to Plaintiffs decedent and 
other members of the public, in advertising, labels and othenuise, that the 
asbestos containing products manufactured, sold or distributed were safe in their 
ordinary and foreseeable use. These material misrepresentations induced 
Plaintiff's decedent to unknowingly expose him to the hazards of developing 
injuries from asbestosis, mesothelioma or other forms of cancer. 
e. In failing to adequately test their respective asbestos 
containing products before offering them for sale and use so that Plaintiff's 
decedent, and other persons similarly situated, would not inhale the asbestos 
dust and fibers resulting from the ordinary and foreseeable use of the asbestos 
containing products and thereby expose himself to the development of injuries 
from asbestosis, mesothelioma or other forms of cancer. 
f. In failing to remove and recall all of their asbestos containing 
products from the stream of commerce and the marketplace upon ascertaining 
that asbestos containing products would cause asbestosis, scarred lungs, 
respiratory disorders, mesothelioma or other forms of cancer, some or all of 
which are permanent and fatal. 
g. In failing to continually warn or advise Plaintiffs decedent, 
and others similarly situated, who the defendants either knew or should have 
known had been exposed to the danger of inhalation of the asbestos dust and 
fibers resulting from the ordinary and foreseeable use of the asbestos products, 
to cease all future exposure to the danger of inhalation of all types of other 
fumes, smoke, dust or fibers, and to keep dust and fibers on work clothes and 
tools away from the home environment. 
h. As to Contractor and Premises Defendants, in unreasonably 
applying, installing, removing or disturbing asbestos and asbestos-containing 
products in such a manner as to cause Plaintiff's Decedent to be unreasonably 
exposed to asbestos fibers thereby contributing to cause injuries, damages and 
death to Plaintiff's decedent. 
41, The asbestos containing products to which Plaintiff's decedent was 
exposed was used in the manner in which the defendants intended them to be 
used. 
42. The defendants' asbestos containing products failed to perform as 
safely as Plaintiff's decedent and others similarly situated, expected they would 
in that they caused him to develop injuries as a result of inhalation of the 
asbestos fibers of each of the defendants' asbestos containing products during 
his exposure to those products. 
43. At all times relevant hereto, it was feasible for the defendants to 
have adequately warned Plaintiff's decedent tested their asbestos containing 
products, designed safer asbestos containing products or substituted asbestos 
free products. 
44. The defendants' negligent, grossly negligent, willful, wanton and 
reckless conduct, as described herein, was the direct and proximate cause of 
Plaintiff's decedent's illness and death, as a result, the Plaintiff's decedent 
suffered damages in the form of medical expenses, pain and suffering, extreme 
emotional distress, and other damages as can be identified at a trial of this 
action. 
45. THEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for actual and compensatory 
damages in an amount to be determined by the trier of fact and such other and 
further relief as the Court may deem just and proper. 
COUNT TWO 
46. All of the allegations contained in the previous paragraphs are re- 
alleged herein. 
47. Plaintiff's decedent was exposed to asbestos-containing products 
andlor machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andlor asbestos- 
containing products that were manufactured and distributed by the Defendants 
andlor their predecessors-in-interest for use as construction materials and/or 
machinery in industrial operations. Plaintiff would show that the defective 
condition of the products rendered such products not merchantable or 
reasonably suited to the use intended, and that the asbestos-containing products 
andlor machinery were in this defective condition at the time they left the hands 
of Defendants. 
48. The Defendants' asbestos-containing products andlor machinery 
without substantial change in the condition, in which they were sold, were a 
proximate cause of the Plaintiff's decedent's injuries and death. 
49. Defendants knew that these asbestos-containing products andlor 
machinery would be use without inspection for defects and, by placing them on 
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the market, represented that they would safely do the job for which they were 
intended, which must necessarily include safe manipulation and/or installation of 
the asbestos-containing products andfor operation, maintenance andlor repair of 
the machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos and/or asbestos- 
containing products. 
50. The risks inherent in the aforementioned asbestos-containing 
products and/or machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andfor 
asbestos-containing products outweighed the utility of the asbestos-containing 
products and/or machinery of the Defendants. 
5'1. Plaintiff's decedent was unaware or the hazards and defects in the 
asbestos-containing products of the Defendants which made them unsafe for 
purposes of manipulation and/or installation. Similarly, Plaintiffs decedent was 
unaware of the hazards and defects in the machinery requiring or calling for the 
use of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing materials. 
52. During the periods that Plaintiffs decedent was exposed to the 
asbestos-containing products and/or machinery of the Defendants, these 
asbestos-containing products and/or machinery were being utilized in a manner 
which was intended by Defendants. 
53. Further, the Conspiracy Defendants, their co-conspirators, the 
Trade Association Conspiracy Defendants, and their trade association co- 
conspirators, individually, as members of a conspiracy, and as agents of other 
co-conspirators, have been and are in a position of superior knowledge regarding 
the health hazards of asbestos, and therefore, the Plaintiffs decedent had the 
right to rely upon the published reports comm~ssioned by the Defendants 
regarding the health hazards of asbestos and the absence of published medicat 
and scientific data regarding the hazards of asbestos and asbestos containing 
products. 
54. Further, the Conspiracy Defendants and Trade Association 
Conspiracy Defendants intentionally manufactured andlor sold andlor distributed 
and lor marketed a defective product in that they intentionally manufactured 
andlor sold andlor distributed and lor marketed andlor used asbestos-containing 
products without adequate warnings of the hazards of asbestos that could and 
did result in personal injury and death to those exposed to their products, 
including the Plaintiff's decedent. 
COUNT THREE 
55. All of the allegations contained in the previous paragraphs are re- 
alleged herein. 
56. Defendants made representations that reasonably implied to the 
ordinary purchaser andlor user that the asbestos, asbestos-containing products 
andlor machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andlor asbestos- 
containing products was safe and would not cause injury. 
5'7. These misrepresentations involved a material fact concerning the 
character and quality of the Defendants' asbestos, asbestos-containing products 
andlor machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andlor asbestos- 
containing products was safe and would not cause injury. 
58. The purchasers andlor users of Defendants' asbestos, asbestos- 
containing products andlor machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos 
andlor asbestos-containing products justifiably relied on the Defendants' 
representation in purchasing andfor using Defendants' asbestos, asbestos- 
containing products andlor machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos 
andlor asbestos-containing products. As more specifically set out below, 
PlaintiWr; decedent suffered injuries and death as a direct and proximate result of 
Defendants' misrepresentations. 
COUNT FOUR 
59. All of the allegations contained in the previous paragraphs are 
re-alleged herein. 
60. Plaintiff alleges that Defendants andlor their predecessors-in- 
interest committed offensive acts when they intentionally sold andlor 
manufactured and/or marketed asbestos-containing products without adequate 
warnings of the damages inherent in exposure to asbestos and the risks of 
personal injury and death to Plaintiff's decedent. Plaintiff further and alternatively 
alleges that Defendants and/or their predecessors-in-interest committed the 
offense of battery against Plaintiffs decedent when they intentionally caused 
physical harm and death to Plaintiff's decedent. Wrongful acts of battery and 
intentional failure to adequately warn are based on the factual allegations 
described herein Counts One and Two above. 
61. Plaintiff further alleges that, in furtherance of the torts alleged in this 
Count and in Counts One and Two above, Defendants committed civil conspiracy 
when they combined together with one or more persons fro the purpose of doing 
something u n l a ~ u l  or oppressive or immoral as a means of an end. This 
conspiracy aggravates Plaintiffs damages and enables Plaintiff to recover 
against all the conspirators as joint tortfeasors 
62. Plaintiff further alleges that the Defendants andfor their 
predecessors- 
in-interest knowingly agreed, contrived, combined, confederated and conspired 
among themselves to cause injuries, diseases, illnesses, and death to Plaintiff's 
decedent by exposing Plaintiff's decedent to harmful and dangerous asbestos- 
containing products andlor machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos 
andlor asbestos containing products andfor machinery requiring or calling for the 
use of asbestos andlor asbestos-containing products. Defendants andlor their 
predecessors-in-interest further knowingly agreed, contrived, combined, 
confederated and conspired to deprive Plaintiff's decedent of the opporlunity of 
informed fee choice as to whether to use said asbestos-containing products 
and/or machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andfor asbestos- 
containing products and/or machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos 
and/or asbestos-containing products or to expose himself to said dangers. 
Defendants committed the above described wrongs by willfully misrepresenting 
and suppressing the truth as to the risks and dangers associated with the use of 
and exposure to Defendants' asbestos-containing products and/or machinery 
requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andlor asbestos-containing products. 
63. In furtherance of said conspiracies, Defendants andlor their 
predecessors-in-interest performed the following over acts: 
a. for many decades, Defendants, individually, jointly, and in 
conspiracy with each other, have been in possessions of medical 
and scientific data, literature and test reports which clearly indicated 
that the inhalation of asbestos dust and fibers resulting From the 
ordinary and foreseeable use of said asbestos-containing products 
and/or machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos and/or 
asbestos containing products were unreasonably dangerous, 
hazardous, deleterious to human health: carcinogenic and 
potentially deadly; 
b. despite the medical and scientific data, literature, and "rest reports 
possessed by and available to Defendants, Defendants individually, 
jointly, and in conspiracy with each other, fraudulently, willfully and 
maliciously: 
i. withheld, concealed and suppressed said medical and 
scientific data, literature and test reports regarding the risks 
of asbestosis, cancer, mesothelioma and other illnesses and 
diseases from Plaintiff's decedent, who was using and being 
exposed to Defendants' asbestos-containing products andlor 
machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andlor 
asbestos-containing products; 
ii. caused to be released, published and disseminated medical 
and scientific data, literature and test reports containing 
information and statements regarding the risks of asbestosis, 
cancer, mesothelioma and other illnesses and diseases, 
which Defendants knew were incorrect, incomplete, outdated 
and misleading; and 
iii. distorted the results of medical examinations conducted 
upon Plaintiff's decedent and workers such as Plaintiff's 
decedent who were using asbestos-containing products 
and/or machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos 
and/or asbestos-containing products and being exposed to 
the inhalation of asbestos dust and fibers by falsely starting 
and/or concealing the nature and extent of the harm to which 
Plaintiff's decedent and workers such as Plaintiff's decedent 
has suffered; and 
by the false and fraudulent representations, omissions and 
concealments set forth above, Defendants, individually, jointly, and 
in conspiracy with each other, intended to induce Plaintiff's 
decedent to rely upon said false and fraudulent representations, 
omissions and concealments, to continue to expose himself to the 
dangers inherent in the use of and exposure to Defendants' 
asbestos-containing products, andlor machinery requiring or calling 
for the use of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products. 
64 Plaintiff's decedent reasonably and in good faith relied upon the 
false and fraudulent representations, omissions and concealments made by the 
Defendants regarding the nature of their asbestos-containing products andfor 
machinery requiring or calling from the use of asbestos andlor asbestos- 
containing products. 
65, As a direct and proximate result of Plaintiff's decedent's reiiance on 
Defendants' false and fraudulent representations, omissions and concealments, 
Plaintiff's decedent sustained damages including injuries, illnesses, disabilities, 
and death and was deprived of the opportunity of informed free choice in 
connection with the use of and exposure to Defendantsbsbestos-containing 
products andlor machinery requiring or calling fro the use of asbestos and/or 
asbestos-containing products. 
66. Moreover, Defendants have contrived, combined, confederated 
and conspired among themselves to injure Plaintiff's decedent and to deprive 
Plaintiff's decedent of his rightful recoveries by having joined together and having 
formed an entity known as the "Asbestos Claims Facility" andlor "Center for 
Claims Resolution" and by having proposed and entered into an agreement 
known as the "Wellington Agreement". As a direct and proximate result of 
Defendants' actions, both past and present, Plaintiff's decedent sustained 
damages and even death. 
67. Beginning in the early 1930's Metropolitan Life Insurance Company 
entered into a conspiracy with Raybestos-Manhattan Corporation (predecessor 
to Raytech Corporation) and Johns-Manville Corporation (predecessor to the 
Manville Corporation and the Manville Corp. Asbestos Disease Compensation 
Fund) to affirmatively misrepresent material facts about the dangers of asbestos 
exposure and the seriousness of the health hazard posed by asbestos. Other 
conspirators participating in the conspiracy (or in on-going or subsequent 
conspiracies) included Raytech Corporation, GAF Corporation, United States 
Gypsum Company, T&N, pic., Keasbey and Mattison, Pneurno Abex 
Corporation, American Brakeblok Corporation, Defendant Owens-Illinois, and 
Certainteed and/or these companies' predecessors and/or successors-in-inter- 
as set forth herein, (hereinafter called the "Conspiracy Defendant"), some or all of 
whom were members of the Quebec Asbestos Mining Association and/or the 
Asbestos Textile Institute and/or the Industrial Hygiene Foundation. Certainteed 
conspired with Johns-Manville to fraudulently misrepresent and conceal the 
dangers of asbestos for the purpose of marketing unreasonably dangerous 
products. Acting in concert, the Conspiracy Defendants fraudulently 
misrepresented to the public and the public officials, inter alia, that asbestos did 
not cause cancer and that the disease asbestosis had no association with pleural 
and pulmonary cancer and affirmatively suppressed information concerning the 
carcinogenic and other adverse effects of asbestos exposure of the human 
respiratory and digestive systems. 
68. Additionally, Plaintiff adopts all previous allegations as to these 
Conspiracy Defendants and additionally states with respect to any and all 
defendants named in this petition (or hereinafter Hygiene Foundation), the 
Industrial Hygiene Foundation, the Quebec Asbestos Mining Association, the 
American Textile Institute, and/or other trade associations whose members 
conspired to conceal the hazards of asbestos. These Defendants (the 'Trade 
Association Conspiracy Defendants") joined together to combat publicity and 
dissemination of data on the hazards of asbestos and acted to conceal medical 
studies from the general public, including asbestos-exposed workers such as 
Plaintiff's decedent. The above-described actions constituted intentional 
deception and fraud in actively misleading the public about the extent of the 
""; 
i", 
P~' hazards of asbestos and substantially contributed to retarding the development 
of knowledge about such hazards, thereby substantially contributing to the 
injuries of the Plaintiff's decedent. 
69. The Conspiracy Defendants and Trade Association Conspiracy 
Defendants were active conspirators and engaged in the suppression, alteration 
and destruction of relevant scientific studies involving the hazards of asbestos. 
These Defendants and their co-conspirators conspired with Johns-Manville 
and/or participated in numerous unlawful acts in furtherance of the conspiracies. 
COUNT FIVE 
70. All of the allegations contained in the previous paragraphs are re- 
alleged herein. 
71. Metropolitan Life Insurance Company through its Policyholder 
Service Bureau undertook duties owed by the asbestos-producing Defendants to 
the Plaintiff's decedent by the testing of asbestos worker and the conduct of 
scientific studies. These duties included without limitation, the duties: 
a. to test fully and adequately for health risks concomitant to the 
normal and intended use of their products; and 
b. to instruct fully and adequately in the uses of their products so 
as to eliminate or reduce the health hazards concomitant with their 
normal or intended use. 
In undertaking these duties, Metropolitan Life knew or should have 
known that it was providing testing services for the ultimate protection of third 
persons, including the Plaintiff. 
73. On both conducting said test and in publishing their alleged results, 
Metropolitan Life failed to exercise reasonable care to conduct or publish 
complete, adequate and accurate tests of the health effects of asbestos. 
Metropolitan Life also caused to be published intentionally false, misleading, 
inaccurate and deceptive information about the health effects of asbestos 
exposure. 
74. The Plaintiff's decedent unwittingly but justifiable relied upon the 
thoroughness of Metropolitan Life's test and information dissemination, the 
results of which Metropolitan Life published in leading medical journals. 
75. As a direct and proximate contributing result of Metropolitan Life's 
failures to conduct or accurately publish adequate tests or disseminate accurate 
and truthful information, after undertaking to do so: (i) the risk of harm to the 
Plaintiff's decedent from asbestos exposure was increased, and (ii) Plaintiff's 
decedent suffered the injuries described below. 
76. In failing to test fully and adequately for the adverse health effects 
from exposure to asbestos; in delaying the publication of such results; in falsely 
editing such results as were obtained; in suppressing relevant medical inquiry 
and knowledge about those hazards to promote the sale and distribution of 
asbestos as a harmless product; and in collaborating with the asbestos- 
producing Defendants materially to understate the hazards of asbestos 
exposure, all for its own profit and gain, Metropolitan Life acted recklessly, 
wantonly, and in calculated disregard for the welfare of the general public, 
including Plaintiff's decedent. 
COUNT SIX 
77. All of the allegations contained in the previous paragraphs are re- 
alleged herein. 
78. The actions if all Defendants aided, abetted, encouraged, induced 
or directed the negligent and/or intentional acts of each and every other 
Defendant. 
79. Each of the Defendants knew or should have known that its 
individual actions would combine to cause the injuries and death to the Plaintiffs 
decedent. 
80. The actions of each of the Defendants are a proximate cause of 
Plaintiff's decedent's injuries, diseases, illnesses and death. As a result, ali 
Defendants found to be negligent are jointly and severally liable for the damages 
caused by their combined actions and such negligent Defendants and such 
Defendants found liable in strict liability are jointly liable for these damages. 
COUNT SEVEN 
81. All of the allegations contained in the previous paragraphs are re- 
alleged herein. 
82. Plaintiff asserts a claim of negligence against each of the Premise 
Defendants. Plaintiff would show that the Premise Defendants knew, or in the 
exercise of ordinary care, should have known of unreasonable risks of harm to 
human health posed by exposure to asbestos and products containing asbestos. 
Said negligence claims against the Premise Defendants are separate and distinct 
from any and all claims against any Product Defendant as the manufacturer of 
asbestos and products containing asbestos. Specifically, Plaintiffs would show 
that each Premise Defendant is guilty of negligence as follows: 
(a) Failing to provide Plaintiff's decedent and those similarly situated 
with a safe work place; 
(b) Failing to provide adequate assistance and adequate equipment to 
Plaintiff's decedent and those similarly situated; 
(c) Failing to provide respirators to Plaintiff's decedent and others 
similarly situated who worked with or around asbestos and products 
containing asbestos. 
(d) Failing to provide adequate warning and/or instruction with regard 
to asbestos and/ product containing asbestos; 
(e) Failing to recommend and/or provide adequate information to and 
training of Plaintiff's decedent and those similarly situated; 
(f) Failing to provide adequate supervision of Plaintiff's decedent and 
others similarly situated to determine exposure to asbestos and 
products containing asbestos. 
(g) Failing to conduct monitoring of Plaintiff's decedent and others 
similarly situated to determine exposure to asbestos and products 
containing asbestos; 
(h) Failing to test and research asbestos and products containing 
asbestos to determine health effects on humans; 
(i) Failing to keep data, information andlor records pertaining to the 
health effects of exposure to asbestos and products containing 
asbestos; 
(j) Failing to provide adequate ventilation and other engineering 
controls to reduce or eliminate exposure of persons working with or 
around their asbestos and products containing asbestos; 
(k) Failing to provide adequate warning devices; 
(I) Such other and further acts andlor omissions as may be shown by 
the evidence at trial. 
83. Plaintiff would show that the above acts andlor omissions, 
independently or in combination with one another, are a proximate cause of 
Plaintiff's decedent's disease and death and Plaintiff's damages as set forth 
herein. 
DAMAGES 
As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' tortuous conduct as 
aforesaid, Plaintiff's decedent developed asbestos-related lung disease, 
mesothelioma, and other related physical conditions and diseases. Plaintiffs 
decedent was damaged in the following particulars: 
(a) Plaintiff's decedent suffered great physical pain and mental anguish untii 
the time of his death on July 20, 2004; 
(b) Plaintiff's decedent incurred hospital and medical and pharmaceutical and 
other expenses; 
(c) Plaintiff's decedent suffered from physical impairment until the time of his 
death; 
(d) Plaintiff's decedent suflered a permanent partial disability; 
(e) Plaintips decedent was subject to an extraordinarily increased likelihood 
of developing (or the progression and recurrence of) cancer of the lungs, 
mes~thelioma nd other cancers, all due to said exposure to products and 
machinery manufactured, sold and distributed by the named Defendants; 
(f) Plaintiff's decedent required medical monitoring throughout his lifetime to 
survey the progression of his asbestos-related lung disease and to aid in 
the early detection and treatment of any or all of the cancers described 
above and was required to pay for such medical monitoring; 
(g) Plaintiff's Decedent suffered a progressive loss of earning capacity; 
(h) Plaintiff's Decedent required domestic help and nursing care due to his 
disability and has been required to pay for such domestic help and nursing 
services; 
( i )  Prior to the onset of his symptoms, Plaintiff's decedent was extremely 
active and participated in numerous hobbies and activities, and as a result 
of his illnesses, Plaintiff's decedent was prevented from engaging in some 
of said activities that were normal to him prior to developing symptoms 
from asbestos-related lung disease. Plaintiff's decedent has been and 
will otherwise was prevented from participating in and enjoying the 
benefits of all full and complete life; and 
(j) Plaintiff has filed suit within two (2) years of the date of death of Plaintiff's 
decedent; 
(k) Consortium Plaintiff seeks damages for a loss of consortium as a result of 
the Defendants' actions as described herein. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays that this court enter judgment against the 
Defendants, and each of them, and as the evidence shows jointly and 
severally, for general damages, including but not limited to those set forth 
above, special damages including but not limited to those set forth above, for 
costs expended herein, for prejudgment interest from the date of Piaintiff's 
decedent's exposure to asbestos-containing insulation products and 
machinery calling for the use of asbestos-containing products, and post 
judgment interest on the judgment at the rate allowed by law, and for such 
other and further relief, both at law and in equity, to which Plaintiff and 
Consortium plaintiff may show themselves justly entitled in an amount in 
excess of 10,000.00, actual amount to be proven at trial. 
Plaintiff has filed suit within two (2) years of the date of death of Plaintiff's 
decedent. 
DEMAND FOR JURY 
Plaintiff demands that all issues of fact in this case be tried to a properly 
impaneled jury. 
DATED this&day of , 2006. 
Alan Goodman, # 2 7 7 8  
Goodman Law Office 
Attorneys at Law 
P.O. Box D 
717 7th Street 
Rupert, ID 83350 
Telephone: 436-4774 
Attorneys for Rupert Iron Works, Inc. 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDA.HO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF B 
JOHN D. ADA.MSON, individually ) 
and in his capacity as ) Case No. CV 2006-3166-06 
Personal Representative of ) 
the Estate of John H. ) ANSWER OF RUPERT 
Adamsom, ) IRONWORKS, INC. 
1 
Plaintiff, ) 
I 
FMC Corporation, individually ) 
and on behalf of its former ) 
Coffin Turbo Pump Operation ) 
and former Peerless Pump, ) 
Chicago Pump and Link-Belt ) 
Business ; ) 
NIKKO Materials USA, Inc., ) 
d/b/a Gould Electric, Inc., ) 
individually and as successor ) 
in interst to Goulds, Inc., ) 
Imperial Corporation, ) 
Eastman Corporation, ) 
Imperial Eastman ) 
Corporation, ITE Circuit ) 
Breaker Company, and Century ) 
Electric; ) 
Schneider Electric, ) 
individually and on behalf ) 
of Square D Company; 1 
Alaskan Copper Works; ) 
Allis Chalmers Corporation; ) 
Amerivent Sales, Inc.; ) 
Ericsson, Inc., as Successor ) 
in interest to the Anaconda 
Wire & Cable Company; 
Cardner Denver, Inc . ; 
Henry Vogt Machinery Co.; 
Obit Industries, Inc.; 
Paramount Supply Co.; 
Paul Roberts Machine Supply; 
Pocatello Supply, Inc.; 
Rupert Iron Works; 
Parker Hannifin Corporation 
successor in interest to 
Sacoma-Sierra, Inc. ; 
Steel West, Inc.; 
Bechtel, Inc . ; 
Crane Co . ; 
Owens Illinois, Inc.; 
American Optical Corporation; 
Eaton Electrical Corporation, 
f/k/a Cutler Hammer; 
Flowserve Corporation 
individually and as successor 
to The Duriron Company, Inc. 
FKX Durco International; 
Fairbanks Morse Pump 
Corporation Honeywell, Inc. 
(Specifically excluding 
liability for NARCO) 
individually and as successor 
to Allied Signal, Bendix, 
Wheelabrator, Rust 
Engineering, and Allied 
Chemical ; 
Reliance Electric Motors 
individually and as successor 
to Master Electric; 
P & H Cranes; 
Johnson Pumps; 
Sterling Fluid Systems 
(Peerless Pumps) ; 
Defendants. 
COMES NOW RUPERT IRON WORKS, INC. and answers plaintiff's 
complaint as follows : 
FIRST DEFENSE. 
1. Plaintiff's complaint fails to state a cause of 
action upon which relief may be granted. 
S E C O m  DEFENSE. 
2. Rupert Iron Works, Inc. denies each and every 
allegation of plaintiff's complaint not hereinafter specifically 
admitted. 
3. Rupert Iron Works, Inc. denies the allegations 
contained in Paragraphs 1 through 10 based upon lack of any 
information regarding said defendants. 
4. Rupert Iron Works, Inc., in answering Paragraph 21 of 
plaintiff's complaint, admits that it is an Idaho corporation and 
is currently and has been authorized to do business since D e ~ ~ m b e r  
20, 1996 and that Magadalena M. Hirsch is the registered agent for 
the corporation and denies the remaining allegations contained in 
said Paragraph. 
5. Rupert Iron Works, Inc. , in answering Paragraph 12 
through 28 of plaintiff's complaint denies the allegations based 
upon lack of any information regarding said defendants. 
6. Rupert Iron Works, Inc. , in answering Paragraph 29 
denies the allegations contained therein based upon lack of 
information that any of the named defendants are residents of 
Bannock County. 
7. Rupert Iron Works, Inc. in answering Paragraph 30 of 
plaintiff's complaint denies the allegations contained therein and 
affirmatively states that it has not used asbestos and has not 
fabricated products which use asbestos products. 
8. Rupert Iron Works, Inc. in answering Paragraph 31 of 
plaintiff's complaint denies the allegations contained since 
plaintiff has failed to allege any facts which specifically would 
allow plaintiff to more directly respond to the complaint on file 
herein, including dates and places of employment and, in addition, 
plaintiff has failed to set forth the date, nature and extent of 
the alleged injuries to plaintiff's decedent which causes undue 
prejudice and hardship to Rupert Ironworks in responding to this 
complaint. Rupert Iron Works would specifically state that 
plaintiff's decedent was not an employee of Rupert Iron Works, Inc, 
9. Rupert Iron Works, Inc., in answering Paragraphs 33 
through 35 of plaintiff's complaint denies such allegations due to 
lack of information and belief. 
10. Rupert Iron Works, Inc., in answering Paragraphs 36 
re-asserts its answer as set forth above. 
11. Rupert Iron Works, Inc. denies the allegations 
contained in Paragraphs 37 through 45 based upon lack of specific 
information concerning any actionable conduct by Rupert Iron Works, 
Inc., together with any specific information concerning alleged 
injury sustained by plaintiff ' s decedent, including dates and 
places of employment, discovery of the alleged injury or on-set of 
the alleged condition. Disclosure of such information would 
relieve Rupert Iron Works of any liability herein. 
12. Rupert Iron Works, Inc. denies the allegations 
contained in Paragraphs 46 through 54 based upon the lack of any 
specific information concerning any actionable conduct by Rupert 
Iron Works and lack of knowledge of any conspiracy regarding 
conduct by the alleged conspiracy defendants. 
13. Rupert Iron Works, Inc. denies the allegations 
contained in Paragraphs 55 through 58 based upon the lack of any 
specific information concerning any actionable conduct by Rupert 
Iron Works, Inc. In addition, Rupert Iron Works did not r,ake any 
representations to plaintiff's decedent or upon which plaintiff's 
decedent had any right to rely. 
14. Rupert Iron Works, Inc. denies the allegations 
contained in Paragraphs 59 through 69 based upon the lack of any 
specific information concerning any actionable conduct by Rupert 
Iron Works, Inc. In addition, this answering defendant wouid scate 
that it has not conspired with or joined any group or groups of 
persons or entities related to the defense of asbestos litigation 
15. Rupert Iron Works, Inc. denies the a1lega"ilons 
contained in Paragraphs 70 through 76 based upon the lack of any 
specific information concerning any actionable conduct by Rupert 
Iron Works, Inc., in particular, the allegations appear to be 
addressed to Metropolitan Life. 
16. Rupert Iron Works, Inc. denies the allegations 
contained in Paragraphs 77 through 80 based upon the lack of any 
specific information concerning any actionable conduct by Rupert 
Iron Works, Inc. 
17. Rupert Iron Works, Inc . denies the allegations 
contained in Paragraphs 81 through 83 based upon the lack of any 
specific information concerning any actionable conduct by Rupert 
Iron Works, Inc. 
THIRD DEFENSE. 
18. Plaintiff's complaint fails to allege with 
specificity any injury caused by Rupert Iron Works, Inc., the date 
of any injury, the employment capacity of plaintiff by this 
answering defendant. 
FOURTH DEFENSE. 
19. Plaintiffs1 claims, if any, are barred by tine 
statute of limitations, including but not limited to I.C. 5-216; 5 -  
217; 5-218; 5-219. 
FIFTH DEFENSE. 
20. Plaintiff Is decedent's injuries, if any, are the 
result of plaintiff's negligence which negligence was greater than 
any alleged negligence of Rupert Iron Works, Inc,, if any. 
SIXTH DEFENSE. 
21. Rupert Iron Works, Inc. was incorporated on December 
20, 1996 as evidenced by the Certificate of Incorporation issued by 
the State of Idaho. 
SEVENTH DEFENSE. 
22. Pursuant to Rule 9(b) of the Idaho Rules of Civil 
Procedure, plaintiffs1 complaint fails to set forth the alleged 
violation of any civil rights with particularity, including dates, 
times, places and persons or entities involved in the alleged 
violation of civil rights. 
EIGHTH DEFENSE. 
23. Pursuant to Rule 9 (b) of the Idaho Rules of Civil 
Procedure, plaintiffs1 complaint fails to set forth the alleged 
fraud and/or misrepresentations with particularity, including 
dates, times, places and persons or entities and actions which are 
alleged to be misrepresentations. 
/78: ,  
NINTH DEFENSE. 
24. Plaintiffs are estopped from asserting any claim 
against Rupert Iron Works, Enc. 
TENTH DEFENSE. 
25. Plaintiff has waived any claim against Rupert Iron 
Works, Inc. 
ELEVENTH DEFENSE. 
26. Plaintiffs' claim against Rupert Iron Works, Inc. 
was not brought and is not being pursued in good faith with a 
reasonable basis in law or fact as to Rupert Iron Works, Inc. as 
plaintiffs and plaintiffs' counsel are aware and Rupert Iron Works, 
Inc. is entitled to recover all costs and attorney's fees incurred 
in this proceeding under Idaho law, including I.C. 12-120, 12-121, 
12-123 and/or Rule 11 of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
WHEREFORE, Rupert Iron Works, Inc. prays that plaintiffsi 
complaint be dismissed with prejudice and that Rupert Iron Works, 
Inc. be awarded its' costs and attorneys fees is such amount as 
deemed reasonable by the Court. 
DATED this J-&dday of November, 2006. 
GOODMAN LAW OFFICE 
Attorneys for Rupert Iron 
Works, Inc . 
The undersigned, a resident attorney of the State of 
Idaho, with at 717 7th Street, Rupert, Idaho, certifies 
that on the day of November, 2006, he caused a true and 
correct copy of the ANSWER to be forwarded with all required 
charges prepaid, by the method(s) indicated below, to the 
following: 
James C. Arnold G. Patterson Keaby 
Peterson, Parkinson Attorney at Law 
& Arnold One Independence Plaza, Ste. 612 
P.O. Box 1645 Birmingham, Alabama 35209 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83403 
Thomas J. Lyons David H. Maguire 
Merrill & Merrill Maguire & Kress 
P.O. Box 991 P.O. Box 4758 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204 Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
Christopher C. Burke Wade L. Woodard 
Greener, Banducci & Shoemaker Greener, Banducci & Shoemaker 
The Carnegie Building The Carnegie Building 
815 West Washington St. 815 West Washington St. 
Boise, Idaho 83702 Boise, Idaho 83702 
Christopher P. Graham Murray Jim Sorensen 
Brassey, Wetherell, Crawford Blaser, Sorensen & Olesen 
& Garrett P.O. Box 1047 
P.O. Box 1009 Blackfoot, Idaho 83221 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
A. Bruce Larson Mary Price Birk 
Attorney at Law Baker & Hostetler 
P.O. Box 6369 303 East, 17th Ave., Ste. 1100 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 Denver, Colorado 80203 
Jackson Schmidt W. Marcus W. Nye 
Pepple, Johnson, Cantu Racine, Olson, Nye, Budge 
& Schmidt & Bailey 
1900 Seattle Tower Building P.O. Box 1391 
1218 Third Avenue Pocatello, Idaho 83204 
Seattle, Washington 98101 
L. Charles Johnson Gary T. Dance 
Johnson, Olson Moffatt, Thomas, Barret, Rock 
P.O. Box 1725 & Fields 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204 P.O. Box 817 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204 
Donald F. Carey Gary L. Cooper 
Quane, Smith Cooper & Larsen 
2325 West Broadway, Ste. B P.O. Box 4229 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402 Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
Steven B. Rizzo Kay Andrews 
Attorney at Law Brown, McCarroll 
1620 SW Taylor St, Ste. 350 111 Congress Ave., Ste. 2400 
Portland, Oregon 97205 Austin, Texas 78701 
C. Timothy Hopkins Kent Hansen 
Hopkins, Roden, Crockett, Union Pacific Railroad Co, 
Hansen & Hoopes 280 South, 400 West #250 
P.O. Box 51219 Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83405 
E. Scott Savage Brian D. Harper 
Berman & Savage Attorney at Law 
170 South Main St, Ste. 500 P.O. Box 2838 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 Twin Falls, Idaho 83303 
Donald J. Farley, Esq. John A. Bailey, Esq. 
Hall, Farley, Oberrecht Racine, Olson, Nye, 
& Blanton Budge & Bailey 
P.O. Box 1271 P.O. Box 1391 
Boise, Idaho 83701 Pocatello, Idaho 83204 
Howard D. Burnett, Esq. 
Hawley, Troxel, Ennis 
& Hawley 
P.O. Box 100 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204 
by depositing a copy thereof in the United States mail, postage 
prepaid, in an envelope addressed to said party at the foregoing 
address. 
GOODMAN LAW OFFICE 
Attorneys for Rupert Ironworks 
Lee Radford, ISB No. 57 19 
72 10 Benjamin C. Ritchie, 1 
MOFFATT, THOMAS, TT, ROCK & 
FIELDS, CEImTEWD *- 
420 Memonal Drive 
Post Office Box 5 1505 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83405 
Telephone (208) 522-6700 
Facs~mlle (208) 522-5 1 1 1 
klr@moffaE.com 
bcr@moffaB.com 
19558.9004 
Attomeys li-tr Defendant, Sterling Fluid Systems 
(7 (USA), LLC [Improperly Sued as Sterling Fluid 
\I 
Systems (Peerless Pumps)] 
ZN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
JOHN D. ADAMSON, individually, and in his 
capacity as Personal Representative of The 
Estate of JOHN H. ADAMSON, 
Plaintiff, 
VS. 
FMC Corporation, individually and on behalf 
of its former Coffin Turbo Pump Operation 
and former Peerless Pump, Chicago Pump and 
Link-Belt Business; N I I X O  Materials USA, 
Inc., d/b/a Could Electric Inc., individually 
and as successor in interest to Goulds, Inc., 1 
Imperial Corporation, Eastman Corporation, 
Imperial Eastman Corporation, ITE Circuit 
Breaker Company, and Century Electric; 
Schneider Electric, individually and on behalf 
of Square D Company; Alaskan Copper 
Works; Allis Cllalmers Corporation; 
Amerivent Sales, Inc.; Ericsson, Inc., as 
Successor in Interest to the Anaconda Wire & 
Cable Company; Cardner Denver, Inc.; Henry 
Vogt Machine Co.; Obit Industries, Inc.; 
Paramount Supply Co.; Paul Roberts Machine 
Case No. CV-06-3 166-OC 
ANSWER OF DEFENDANT STERLING 
FLUID SYSTEMS (USA), LLC 
[IMPROPERLY SUED AS STERLING 
FLUID SYSTEM (PEERLESS PUMP)] 
ANSWER OF DEFENDANT STERLING FLUID SYSTEMS 
(USA), LLC [IMPROPERLY SUED AS STERLING FLUID 
SYSTEM (PEERLESS PUMP)] 1793 
Supply; Pocatello Supply, Inc.; Rupert Iron 
Works; Parker H m i f i n  Corporation successor 
in interest to Sacoma-Siena, Inc.; Steel West, 
hc . ;  Bcchtel, Inc.; Crane Co.; Owens Iilinois, 
Enc.; American Optical Corporation; Eaton 
Electrical Corporation W a  Cutler Hammer; 
Flowserve Corporation individually and as 
successor to the Duriron Company, Inc. W a  
Durco international; F a i r b d s  Morse Pump 
Corporation Honeywell, Inc. (specifically 
excluding liability for NARGO) individually 
and as successor to the Allied Signal, Bendix, 
Weelabrator, Rust Engineering, and Allied 
Chemical; Reliance Electric Motors 
individually and as successor to Master 
Electric; P & H Cranes; Johnson Pumps; 
Sterling Fluid Systems (Peerless Pumps), 
Defendants. 
COMES NOW, defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA), LLC, improperly sued 
as Sterling Fluid System (Peerless Pumps), by and through undersigned counsel, and hereby 
responds to plaintiffs July 18,2006 Complaint. Sterling Fluid Systems (USA), LLC 
("Sterling") responds solely for itself, and on behalf of no other entities.' 
FIRST DEFENSE 
1. The Complaint fails to state a claim against Sterling upon which relief 
may be granted, and should be dismissed with prejudice, pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6), Idaho Rule 
of Civil Procedure. 
In particular, the Complaint names ""FMC Corporation, individually and on behalf of its 
former Coffin Turbo Pump Operation and former Peerless Pump, Chicago Pump and Link-Belt 
Business." Sterling Fluid Systems (USA), LLC, responds only for itself, and on behalf of no 
other entities, and knows of no service of process on such other entities. 
ANSWER OF DEFENDANT STERLING FLUID SYSTEMS 
(USA), LLC [IMPROPERLY SUED AS STERLING FLUID 
SYSTEM (PEERLESS PUMP)] - 2 - 
/ 3 7 y  
SECOND DEFENSE 
2. Sterling denies each and every allegation in the Complaint which is not 
expressly and specifically admitted in this h s w e r .  
3. Responding to pasagaph 25 of plaint.ifPs Complaint, Sterling denies that 
it is subject to the jurrsdictiou of this court. 
T H I m  DEFENSE 
4. Plaintiffs claims are barred by the applicable statute of limitations, 
including but not limited to Idaho Code Section 5-219(4). 
FOURTH DEFENSE 
i 
h 5 .  Sterling alleges that if plaintiffs claims were already litigated and 
<\ ' 
\ resolved in any prior action, plaintiff's claims herein are barred based on doctrines of ref 
judicata and collateral estoppel and preclusion, which prohibit splitting a single cause of action 
into successive suits. 
FIFTH DEFENSE 
6 .  The summons delivered and the service of process on Sterling was 
insufficient. The Summons delivered to Sterling is addressed to "Rupert Iron Works" and not to 
Sterling. In addition, the name "Sterling Fluid System (Peerless Pumps)" was crossed out in the 
caption of the Summons with hand writing, and the words "(Americas) Inc." was written in, 
without any corresponding change to the caption of the Complaint. Sterling answers on behalf of 
itself only. 
SIXTH DEFENSE 
7 .  Plaintiff has failed to mitigate his damages, if any, as required by law. 
ANSWER OF DEFENDANT STERLING FLUID SYSTEMS 
(USA), LLC [IMPROPERLY SUED AS STERLING FLUID 
SYSTEM (PEERLESS PUMP)] ‘ 3 ‘  /7p3' 
8. The damages alleged by plaintiff were proximately caused, if at all, by 
John H. Adamson's o m  negligence or fault, such negligence or fault being equal to or greater 
than any alleged nqliligence or fault of Sterling, such that plajntiff s negligence or fault bars or 
reduces any recovery to which plaintiff might othemise be entitled. In asserling this defense, 
Sterling does not admit any fault, responsibility, liability, or darnage; to the contrary, Sterling 
specifically denies any and all allegations of fault, responsibility, liability, or damage contained 
in plaintiffs Complaint. 
EIGHTH DEFENSE 
b 
0, 9. No act or omission by Sterling caused any damage to plaintiff, but rather, \" 
plaintiffs alleged damages, if any, were caused by the acts or omissions of third parties, persons 
or entities over whom Sterling had neither control nor right of control, and for wholn Sterling has 
no legal responsibility. In asserting this defense, Sterling does not admit any fault, 
responsibility, liability or damage; to the contrary, Sterling specifically denies any and all 
allegations of fault, responsibility, or damage contained in plaintiffs Complaint. 
NINTH DEFENSE 
10. Plaintiff's damages, if any, were proximately caused, in whole or in part, 
by the superseding or intervening acts or omissions of persons or entities other than Sterling. 
TENTH DEFENSE 
1 1. There was no privity of contract between plaintiff and Sterling and, 
therefore, plaintiffs claims for purported breach of warranty are barred. 
ELEVENTH DEFENSE 
12. Plaintiffs claims are barred or reduced by the learned intermediary 
doctrine andlor the sophisticated purchaser/user doctrine. 
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TVVELmW: DEFENSE 
13. Sterling cannot be held liable to plaintiff for an amount greater than that 
represented by the degree of percentage of fault, if any, attfibutable to Sterling that proximately 
caused plainties alleged dmages. The fault or responsibility of all parties, joined or non- 
joined, including plaintiff, must be evaluated and any liability appo~ioncd among all persons and 
entities in proportion to respective fault or responsibility. In asserting this defense, Sterling does 
not admit any fault, responsibility, liability or damage; to the contrary, Sterling specifically 
denies any and all allegations of fault, responsibility, or damage contained in plaintiff's 
Complaint. 
THIRTEENTH DEFENSE 
14. Plaintiff is barred from recovery due to the application of the doctrines of 
estoppel, laches, unclean hands and/or waiver. 
FOURTEENTH DEFENSE 
15. Plaintiff is not the real party in interest with respect to all or some of the 
claims set forth and damages sought in the Complaint. 
FIFTEENTH DEFENSE 
16. Plaintiffs claims are barred pursuant to applicable common law and/or 
statutes based on the contributory negligence, contributory fault and/or assumption of the risk by 
plaintiff 
SIXTEENTH DEFENSE 
17. This Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction over plaintiff's claims. 
Plaintiff's sole remedy lies within the worker's compensation system. 
SEVENTEENTH DEFENSE 
18. This Court lacks personal jurisdiction over Sterling. 
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EIGHTEENTH DEFENSE 
19. Plaintiff is barred fiorn any recovery on his breach of warranty claim to 
the extent that John H. Admson", his employer, and the original purchaser(s) of the asbestos- 
containing products to which the plaintiff was allegedly exposed failed to noti@ Sterling within a 
reasonable time that the goods that Sterling allegedly sold did not cornport with Sterling's 
alleged wmanties regarding those goods. 
NINETEENTH DEFENSE 
20. To the extent that plaintiff may have accepted compensation in partial 
settlement of the claims set forth in his Complaint; Sterling is entitled to a set off, subrogation, 
4 contribution andlor indemnification. 
,". 
'i TWENTIETH DEFENSE 
21. The product(s) allegedly involved in this case, if any, conformed to the 
state of the art at the time of sale and were designed, manufactured and tested pursuant to 
generally recognized and prevailing standards, and in conformance with any statutes, regulations, 
and requirements that governed the products at the time of the design, manufacture and sale. 
TWENTY-F'IRST DEFENSE 
22. On information and belief, Sterling alleges that plaintiff voluntarily, 
knowingly, and unreasonably entered into and engaged in the operations and conduct alleged in 
the Complaint and voluntarily and knowingly assumed the alleged risks incident to said 
operations, acts and conduct at the time and places alleged in the Complaint. 
TWENTY-SECOND DEFENSE 
23. On information and belief, Sterling alleges that plaintiff was advised, 
informed, and warned of any potential hazards andlor dangers, if any there were, associated with 
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the normal and foreseeable use, handling, and storage of the products, substances, and equipment 
described in the Complaint, and plaintiff failed to follow such warnings. 
TWENTY-THIm DEFENSE 
24. On information and belief, Sterling alleges that plaintiff was guilty of 
willful misconduct which proximately caused or cont~buted to the occunences complained of in 
the Complaint and the damages alleged to have been suffered therein, and plaintiff is therefore 
precluded from comparing such conduct with the alleged negligence or fault of Sterling, if any 
there was. 
TWENTY-FOURTH DEFENSE 
h 25. On information and belief, Sterling alleges that at all times mentioned in 
\2"1 \ 
the Complaint, plaintiff acknowledged, ratified, consented to, and acquiesced in the alleged acts 
or omissions, if any, of Sterling, thereby barring plaintiff from any relief as prayed for herein. 
TWENTY-FIFTH DEFENSE 
26. On information and belief, Sterling alleges that after they lefl the custody 
and control of Sterling, the products which allegedly injured plaintiff, if any, were altered, 
changed, or otherwise modified by parties, individuals, or entities other than Sterling, and said 
modifications, changes, alternations were a proximate cause of the damages alleged by plaintiff, 
if any there were. 
TWENTY-SIXTH DEFENSE 
27. Prior to and at the time of the alleged injuries to plaintiff, the products 
which allegedly caused or contributed to said injuries were misused and abused, and were not 
being used in a manner in which they were intended to be used. Such misuse and abuse caused 
andlor contributed to the loss, injury or damages, if any, incurred by plaintiE. 
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TWENTY-SEVENTH DEFENSE 
28. On infomation and belief, Sterling alleges plaintiff andlor plaintifrs 
agents negligently or intentionally failed to preserve and pemitted the spoliation of material 
evidence including but not limited to the products which plaintiff alleges give rise to the 
Complaint. Such conduct bars plaintifrs action and/or gives rise to liability on the part of 
plaintiff for damages payable to Sterling. 
TWENT17-EIGHTH DEFENSE 
29. Plaintiff was not exposed to or injured by any product manufactured or 
0 distributed by Sterling, and even if plaintiff decedent was injured, which Sterling expressly 
denies, such exposure was SO minimal to be insufficient to cause the injury, damage or loss 
complained of by plaintiff and such exposure, if any, could not have been a substantial factor in 
causing the injury, damage or loss complained of by plaintiff, barring any liability on the part of 
Sterling to plaintiff. 
TWENTY-NINTH DEFENSE 
30. Plaintiff failed to give reasonable, timely, sufficient and adequate notice to 
Sterling of the alleged liability, damage or injury, if any. 
THIRTIETH DEFENSE 
3 1 .  The loss, injury or damage, if any, incurred by plaintiff was the result of 
superseding, intervening causes arising from negligent or willful acts or omissions by parties 
Sterling neither controlled nor had the right to control, and were not proximately caused by any 
acts, omissions or other conduct of Sterling. In particular, plaintiff's employer or employers by 
reason of advice, information, warnings, and use, handling, and storage information given to 
them, and by reason of their own long-standing and continuous experience with the products, 
substances, and equipment referred to in the Complaint, are and were sophisticated users, 
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handlers, and storers of any and all such products, substances, and equipment and thereby 
acquired a separate and affimative duty to provide the products to employees in a non-negligent 
m d  non-reckless manner, and said employers acquired an affimative duty to warn, advise, and 
inform plaintiff of any potential h m f k l  effects from the mishandling, improper storage, and/or 
misuse of the subject product, if my. Said employer" failure to provide andlor w m  was a 
superseding and intervening cause of plaintiffs injuries, losses, and damages, if any there were. 
TBIRTY-FIRST DEFENSE 
32. To the extent that the Complaint attempts to assert Sterling's "market 
\ share"liabi1ity or "enterprise" liability, the Complaint fails to state facts sufficient to constitute a 
ib! - 
\. cause of action against Sterling as such theory of liability is not applicable to products that are 
not hngible. Further, plaintiff has failed to join as defendants in this action the producers of a 
substantial market share of the product or products which allegedly injured plaintiff. 
THIRTY-SECOND DEFENSE 
33. The state of the medical, scientific, and industrial knowledge and practices 
was at all material times such that Sterling neither breached any alleged duty owed to plaintiff, 
nor knew, or could have known, that the producttsj it allegedly distributed presented a 
foreseeable risk of harm to plaintiff in the normal and expected use of such product(s). 
Sterling's products, if any, were manufactured, produced, supplied, sold and distributed in 
conformity with and pursuant to statutes, government regulations and industry standards based 
upon the state of knowledge existing at the time of said, manufacture, production, sale, or 
distribution. 
ANSWER OF DEFENDANT STERLING FLUID SYSTEMS 
(USA), LLC [IMPROPERLY SUED AS STERLING FLUID 
SYSTEM (PEERLESS PUMP)] - 9 -  
/J/o / 
9 8 8 /  
- 0 1  - [(aluna s s a m a a a )  lua~sns 
a I n m  ~ N I ~ B L S  sv aans n m a a o x a l u ~ l ; > ? ?  Yvsd 
S ~ ~ ~ L S A S  a I n m  S N I ~ B L S  L N V ~ N B ~ B ~  d o  X~AASNV 
L)p~jn3fp't?d ayj VrM pneg 30 S U O T P ~ ~ ~ ~ E  sry pea~d o) palrtzj seyjj:rnre1d ay) asne3aq passrusrp 
aq pInoys 8uglals JuepuaJap ayl l s u ~ 8 e  pneg JO scarep sjjr)uroId ' 8 ~  
3SN3X3a HLN3A3S-AAXIHL 
'LS '13 '8 5 'I. Ye ' ISNO3 . s . n  01 ~uensmd lagem ayl laAo u o g x p s ~ f  sey pno3 pupra 
put: amsodxa aylol paltzIa1 sjuaha ayljo 11tz ayl l q )  spasm 8ulpa)s 'LE 
3SN3d3a  HUId-ALXIHL 
.L)~uEM. 9 c 
k4 i jo hToay4 Lue uodn uralay hTa~o3al s j j g u ~ ~ d  s1eq L j r ~ p d j o  33~1 pros pm Bu!jma)s y)rm 13tz~uo3 
prrtr Iapls ayj u!yzrM st3aj~a sey a ~ ~ a m o : ,  ayl leu lo laylayM "sap~oq s,alztls .e jo aprsmo L ~ ~ o y m  
THIRTY-EIGHTH DEFENSE 
39. Sterling reserves the right to allege other affimative defenses as they may 
become known during the course of discovery, and hereby specifically reserves the right to 
amend its answer to allege said affimative defenses at such time as they become hown.  
THIRTY-NINTH DEFENSE 
40. PlaintifT's actions are barred by his failure to join necessav and 
indispensable parties. 
CAVEAT 
In asserting the foregoing defenses, Sterling does not admit any fault, 
respoilsibility, liability or damage, but to the contrary expressly denies the same. Likewise, by 
asserting the foregoing defenses, Sterling does not assume a burden of proof or persuasion not 
otherwise imposed upon it as a matter of law. 
W E E F O E ,  having answered plaintiffs Complaint, Sterling tbr Sterling Fluid 
Systems (USA), LLC (improperly sued as Sterling Fluid Systems (Peerless Pumps)) respectfully 
prays for judgment against plaintiff as follows: 
1. That plaintiff take nothing by his Complaint; 
2. That the Complaint be dismissed with prejudice; 
3. That Sterling be granted its costs of suit and attorney fees incursed in the 
defense of this action; and 
4. For such other relief as the Court may deem just and proper. 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
Sterling demands a trial by jury on all issues, claims, and defenses so triable. 
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DATED this 8% day of November, 2006. 
B 
Lee Radford- Of the Firm 
Attorneys for Defendant 
Sterling Fluid Systems 
OJSA), LLC [Improperly Sued as 
Sterling Fluid System (Peerless Pumps)] 
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CERTIF'ICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this day of November, 2006,l caused a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing ANSWER OF DEF'ENDANT STERLING FL,UID 
SYSTEMS (USA), LLC [IMPROPERLY SUED AS STERLING FLUID SYSTEM 
(PEERLESS PUMPS)] to be served by the method indicated below, and addressed to the 
following: 
James C. Arnold A.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
PETERSEN, PARKINSON & ARNOLD, PLLC ( ) Hand Delivered 
P.O. box 1645 ( ) Overnight Mail 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1645 ( ) Facsimile 
Facsimile: (208) 522-8547 
G. Patterson Keahy 4 . S .  Mail, Postage Prepaid 
G. PATTERSON KEAHEY, P.C . ( ) Hand Delivered 
4 One Independence Plaza, Suite 61 2 ( ) Overnight Mail 
Birmingham, AL 35209 ( ) Facsimile 
Facsimile: (205) 87 1-0801 
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I-Ioward D. Burnett, ISB No. 3377 
HAWLEU TROXELL EMNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
333 South Main Street 
P.O. Box 190 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
Telephone: (208) 233-0845 
Facsimile: (205) 233-1 304 
E-Mail: hdb@hteh.com 
Attorneys for Defendant Eaton Electrical Inc. (formerly lcnown as Cutler-Hammer Inc.) 
TS.! THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BAhrNOCK 
JOHN D. ADAMSON, individually, and in ) 
his capacity as Personal Representative of ) 
The Estate of JOHN W. ADAMSON, 
Plaintiff, 1 
vs. 
FMC Corporation individually and on behalf ) 
of its former Coffin Turbo Pump Operation ) 
and former Peerless Pump, Chicago Pump and ) 
Link-Belt Business; NIKKO Materials USA, ) 
Inc., d/b/a Gould Electric Inc., individually ) 
and as successor in interest to Goulds, Inc., ) 
Imperial Corporation, Eastman Corporation, ) 
Imperial Eastman Corporation, ITE Circuit ) 
Breaker Company, and Century Electric; 
Schneider Electric, individually and on behalf ) 
of Square D Company; Alaskan Copper 
Works; Allis Chalrners Corporation; 
Amerivent Sales, Inc.; Ericsson, Inc., as 
Successor in Interest to the Anaconda Wire & ) 
Cable Company; Gardner Denver, Inc.; Henry ) 
Case No. CV 2006-3 166-OC 
ANSWER AND DEMAND FOR mRY 
TRIAL OF DEFENDANT EATON 
ELECTRICAL INC. ( F O m E m ' U  
KNOWN AS "CUTLER-HAMMER 
INC.") 
Fee Category: I(l)(a) 
Fee: $58.00 
ANSWER AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL OF DEFENDANT EATON ELECTRICAL 
.->, 
INC. (FORMERLY KNOWN AS "CUTLER-HAMMER INC.") - Page 1 
Vogt Machine Co.; Obit Industries, Inc.; 
Paran~ount Supply Co.; Paul Roberts Machine ) 
Supply; Pocatello Supply, Inc.; Rupert Iron ) 
Works; Parker Hamifin Corporation ) 
successor in interest to Sacoma-Sierra, Inc.; ) 
Steel West, Inc.; Bechtel, Inc.; Crane Co.; ) 
Owens Illinois, Inc.; h e r i c a n  Optical ) 
Corporation; Eaton Electrical Corporation ) 
f/Ua Cutler Hammer; Flowserve Corporation ) 
individually and as successor to The Duriron ) 
Company, Inc. f/Wa Durco International; ) 
Fairbanks Morse Pump Corporation[;] ) 
Honeywell, Inc. (Specifically excluding 
liability for NARCO) individually and as 
successor to Allied Signal, Bendix, 1 
Wheelabrator, Rust Engineering, and Allied ) 
Chemical; Reliance Electric Motors 
individually and as successor to Master 
Electric; P & H Cranes; Johnson Pumps; 
Sterling Fluid System (Peerless Pumps), 1 
1 
Defendants. 
Defendant Eaton Electrical Inc. (formerly known as "Cutler-Hammer Inc.," and 
incorrectly named as a defendant in this action as "Eaton Electrical Corporation f/Wa Cutler 
Hammer") (hereinafter referred to as "Defendant"), by and through its counsel of record, Hawley 
Troxell Emis & Hawley LLP, hereby admits, denies and avers in answer to the July 18, 2006 
Complaint ("Complaint") filed in this action on behalf of plaintiff John D. Adamson, 
individually and in his capacity as the Personal Representative of the Estate of John H. Adamson 
(hereinafter referred to as "Plaintiff') as follows: 
PART A 
FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM 
1. The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 
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PART B 
2. Dekndarzt denies each and every claim and allegation in the Colaplaint, unless 
and only to the extent expressly admitted in this h s w e r .  
3. Defendant denies the allegations contained in the ummbered introhctory 
paragraph ofthe Complaint, except that insofar as the allegations contained in such paragraph 
purport to be directed to Defendant. Defendant admits that it is a corporation organized under the 4 < laws of a state other than Idaho, admits that it is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court, and \ 
admits that it manufactures various electrical products; insofar as the allegations contained in 
such paragraph purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without lmowledge or 
information sufficient to fomz a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
4. Defendant does not believe that the allegations contained in Paragraplzs 1 through 
17 of the Complaint are directed to Defendant and, therefore, neither admits nor denies the 
allegations, but insofar as the allegations purport to be directed to Defendant, Defendant denies 
the same; insofar as the allegations contained in Paragraphs 1 through 17 of the Complaint 
purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without knowledge or information sufficient 
to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the same. 
5. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 18 of the Complaint, 
except admits that Defendant is a corporation that currently is authorized to do business in the 
State of Idaho, admits that Defendant is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court, and avers that 
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Defendant formerly was referred to as "-Cutler-Hammer Inc." and currently is referred to as 
"Eaton Electrical Inc.'" 
6. Defendanr: does not believe that the allegations contained in Paragraphs 19 
through 28 of the Complaint ay.e directed to Defendant and, therefore, neither admits nor denies 
the allegations, but insofar as the allegations purport to be directed to Defendant. Defendmt 
denies the same: insofar as the allegations contained in Paragraphs 19 through 28 of the 
"?, 
,c Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without hiowledge or information 
\ 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies tlie same. 
7. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 29 of the Coxnplaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
29 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without knowledge or 
illformation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
8. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 30 of the Complaint, 
except that insofar as the allegations contained in Paragraph 30 of the Complaint purport to be 
directed to Defendant, Defendant admits that Defendant has been and is engaged in the 
manufacturing, sale and distribution of various electrical products; insofar as the allegations 
contained in Paragraph 30 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is 
without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, 
and therefore denies the same. 
9. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 3 1 of the Cornplaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
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3 1 of the Gomplaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without kno~vledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
10. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 32 of the Gomplaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofa as the allegations in Paragraph 
32 of the Complaint p u ~ p r t  to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without knowledge or 
\c information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
Lh 
;9," same. 
1 1. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 33 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
33 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without lmowledge or 
information sufficient to forrn a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
12. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 34 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofhr as the allegations in Paragraph 
34 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without knowledge or 
information sufficient to forrn a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
13. Defendant does not believe that the allegations contained in Paragraph 3 5 of the 
Complaint are directed to Defendant and, therefore, neither admits nor denies the allegations, but 
insofar as the allegations purport to be directed to Defendant, Defendant denies the same; insofar 
as the allegations contained in Paragraph 35 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other 
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parties, Defendant is without howledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations, and therefore denies the same. Defend& is without knowledge or 
information sufficient to have an understanding of the reference to "'Rule 9(h) M.R.C.P. 
(Fictitious P&iesjW contained in Paragraph 35 of the Complaint, pmicularly in light ofthe fact 
that Plaintiff has not named any "John Doe" defendants in the case caption of the Complaint. 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION megligeace) 
i t  
4' 14. For its response to Paragraph 36 of the Complaint, Defendant restates aiid 
\ 
realleges, as though fully set forth herein, its responses to Paragraphs 1 through 35 above (and 
avers that the reference in Paragraph 36 of the Complaint to "paragraphs one through thirty-four 
(1-34)" constitutes a clerical error, and that Plaintiff presumably intended to refer to Paragraphs 
1 through 35 of the Complaint). 
1 5. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 37 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
37 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is witliout knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
16. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 38 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
38 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
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17. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Pauagraph 39 of the Compiaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the atlegations in Paragraph 
39 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties (including such undefilied persons or 
entities as are referred to as "Contractory' and "Premises Defendants" in Paragraph 40(11j of the 
Complaint if and to the extent that the last sentence of Paragraph 39 is intended by Plailitiff~o 
incorporate Paragraph 40 of the Complaint), Defendant is without knowledge or information 
i\r 
ti $2 sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the same. 
- d 
\,\ 
18. If and to the extent that the incomplete sentences comprising Paragraph 40 of the 
Co~nplaint are intended by Plaintiff to incorporate the last sentence of Paragraph 39 of the 
Complaint, Defendant denies the allegations in Paragraph 40 insofar as they purport to be 
directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 40 of the Conlpla~nt purport to 
be directed to other parties (including such undefined persons or entities as are referred to as 
"Contractor" and "Premises Defendants" in Paragraph 40(h) of the Con~plaint), Defendant is 
without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, 
and therefore denies the same. 
19. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 41 of the Cornplaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegatioris ill Paragraph 
41 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without laowledge or 
inhrmation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
20. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 42 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
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42 of the Complaint. purporl to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and t-herel-bre denies the 
same. 
2 1 . Defefendarlt denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 43 of tlie Gompiaiilt 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
43 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Dekndant is without kno~ledge or 
~1% 
6' " infomation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the d 
same. 
22. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 44 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
44 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
23. Defendant believes that Paragraph 45 of the Complaint constitutes a prayer for 
relief rather than allegations of fact to which a response is required; however, if aiid to the extent 
that a response is required, Defendant denies the allegations in Paragraph 45 of the Complaint, 
and specifically denies that Plaintiff is entitled to any actual or compensatory damages or to any 
other or firrther relief in this action. 
COUNT TWO 
24. For its response to Paragraph 46 of the Complaint, Defendant restates and 
realleges, as though fully set forth herein, its responses to the unnumbered introductory 
paragraph of the Complaint and to Paragraphs 1 through 45 above. 
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25. Defendmt denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 47 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as tlie allegations in Paragraph 
47 of the Complaint puqort to be directed to other parties, Defendant is withot~t knowledge or 
infomation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
26. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 48 of the Complaint 
$ insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
% 
1 48 of tlie Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies tlie 
same. 
27. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 49 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
49 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
28. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 50 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
50 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
29. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 51 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
ANSWER AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL OF DEFENDANT EATON ELECTRICAL 4- 
NC. (FORMERLY KNOWN AS "CUTLER-I-IAMMER NC.") - Page 9 6& 
/Bj q/ **A %&J 
602040003900871 1 
-aurvs at13 saluap aloja,rarp puv 'suo!sv8a1p arp jo rl~nll 
aqlo) sv jagaq B m o j  03 lua!3gns uogvrulop! lo a8palSi\iouby lnoq ly  s~ Suvpuajaa '((,,s$uvpuajaa 
iC3vqds-cro3 uo!3v!3ossv apvlL,, p m  ,,slmpuajaa iC3vlrdsuo3,, sv 03 pauajal a.rv sv sarsyua 
10 suos.rad paugapun yms Bu!pnpu!) sa!pvd JarIlo 03 papaxp aq o~ ~lodrnd ~u~vldruo3 ar13jo $5 
u d ~ . 1 8 v ~ ~ d  u  suo!~v8ay1~ at13 sv mjosu! 'pm 'suvpuajaa OJ pa33aqp aq 03 podmd Xarp sv ~ v ~ o s u !  
3u!v1dtaoa ayl jo 9s ydv~8vnd u! pau!-\;l)uo:, suoy3xBa11v ayl sa!uap pmpuajaa 'ZE 
-awvs at13 saruap axojaxarls puv 'suo jl-eSa[[v aq3 jo  rpnq 
a y l o ~  SB jaqaq E w.q OJ o)uapgjns uol~vuuojullo a8papouy motp!M ST luvpuajaa '(,,s)u~puajaa 
A3vl!dsrron uo!p!3oss-t~ apvlL,, p m  , , s lmpuaja~ A3r?qdsuo~,, sv 01 pauajal a1.e sv sar3rqua . . 
-10 suoslad pauyapun rpns Bufpnpur) . sarwd . lay30 03 pa)~as!p aq 03 p o d ~ n d  $u~~ldrzro3 a q j o  $5 
qdvx3~led rnT suor~v8a11v at11 se lqosu! 'puv '~uvpuajaa 03 pa33alip aq 03 v o h d  iCar1) s~ lvjosu! 
~u!r;l1duxo3 ayljo $5 q d ~ l 8 ~ l B d  ul pau~~luosuo!3e9ajl~ at14 sa!uap lu~prrajaa 
- 1 E 
'3UIES 
a91 saFap alojalaqil pug 'ssuor~~r?;ja11v aqIJQ y3n.q ayl o) ss  jagaq e urmj 02 $uar3gjns uol)vm~ojur 
lo  a 9 p a l ~ o q  TnoylrM S! vmpuajaa 'saymd laqlo oi p a 3 ~ q p  aq 03 p o h d  3rr.j.elduro~> aqljo ~5 
ydvlfa~md ur suoy1v3aiiv ayl sv 1vjosu-1 'pm '~mpua jaa  0% pa13aqp aq 0% po&nd iCaql s~ ajosu! 
J U ! E I ~ . ~ ~ O ~  arfljo 5 ydr,.18v~d rrf paulEluoi3 suorl~Sa~l-~.  aql saruap lugpuajaa ' 0 ~  
'3WES 
ayl saruap alqjalaql p m  %uo!~v8allr-: ayljo ylna ay3 OJ sr! jagaq r? m ~ q ~  03 lua!3gjns uo!~~unoju! 
la aiapalmcluq ~ ~ ~ o y ) r ~ . n  s! JuEprrajaa ' s a y ~ d  laylo 03 p313aqp aq o) podmd 3rrre1dma3 ayljo 15 
COUNT THREE 
33. For its response to Paragraph 55 of the Complaint, Defendant restates and 
realleges, as though fully set forth herein, its responses to the unnumbered introductory 
paragraph of the Complaint and to Paragraphs 1 though 54 above. 
34. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 56 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
t 56 of the Cornplaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without knowledge or 
"1 
/\' infomation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
35.  Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 57 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
57 of the Complaint p w o r t  to be directed to other pasties, Defendant is without laowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
36. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 58 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, i n s o h  as the allegations in Paragraph 
58 of the Complaint purport. to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without lmowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
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COUNT FOUR 
37. For its response to Paragraph 59 of the Complaint, Defendant restates and 
realleges, as though fully set fosth herein, its responses to the urinumbered introductory 
paragraph of the Complaint and to Paragraphs 1 through 58 above. 
38. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 60 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
60 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without laowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the trut11 of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. To the extent that Paragraph 60 of the Complaint incorporates the factual allegations 
contained in "Counts One and Two" of the Complaint, Defendant restates and realleges, as 
though fully set forth herein, its responses to Paragraphs 36 through 54 above. 
39. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 6 1 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
6 1 of the Complaiiit puspost to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
40. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 62 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
62 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without knowledge or 
inforrnation sufficient to form a belief as to the tsuth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
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4 1.  Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 63 of the Golnplaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defenda~it, and, insofkr as the allegatiolls in Paragraph 
63 of the Cornplaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is tvitho~tt lunowledge or 
infomation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
42. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 64 of the Complaiiit 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar- as the allegations in Paragraph 
64 of the Complaint pur~,~ort to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without lmowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
43. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 65 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragral-th 
65 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of t l~e  allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
44. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 66 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofir as the allegations in Paragraph 
66 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without Icnowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
45. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 67 of the Complaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
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67 of the Complainl: purport to be directed to otlier parties, Dekndant is without knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therehre denies tlle 
same. 
46. Defendant denies tlle allegations contained in Paragraph 68 of the Complaint 
insofa as they purport to be directed to Defendat, and, insofa as the allegatiolls in Paragraph 
68 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is vvjtl~out knowledge or 
$3 
S, information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
4 \ 
same. 
47. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 69 of the Gomplaint 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in Paragraph 
69 of the Complaint purport to be directed to otlthr parties, Defendant is without knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
COUNT FIVE 
48. For its response to Paragraph 70 of the Complaint, Defendant restates and 
realleges, as though fully set forth herein, its responses to the unnumbered introductory 
paragraph of the Complaint and to Paragraphs 1 through 69 above. 
49. Defendant does not believe that the allegations contained in Paragraphs 71 
through 76 of the Complaint are directed to Defendant and, therefore, neither admits nor denies 
the allegations, but insohr as the allegations purport to be directed to Defendant, Defendant 
denies the same; insofar as the allegations contained in Paragraphs 7 1 through 76 of the 
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Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without laowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and tlzerefore denies the same. 
COUNT SIX 
50. For its response to Paragraph 77 of the Complaint, Defendant restates and 
realleges, as though fully set fortlz herein, its responses to the unnumbered introductory 
$: paragraph of tlze Complaint and to Paragraphs 1 througlz 76 above. 
9;. 
% 5 1. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 78 of the Complaint 
\ 
insofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insohr as tlze allegations in Paragraph 
78 of tlze Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to tlze truth of tlze allegations, and therefore denies the 
same. 
52. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraplz 79 of the Complaiilt 
insofar as tlzey purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as tlze allegations in Paragraph 
79 of tlze Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without lmowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to tlze truth of tlze allegations, and tlzerefore denies the 
same. 
53. Defendant denies tlze allegations contained in Paragraplz 80 of tlze Complaint 
insofar as tlzey purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as tlze allegations in Paragraph 
80 of tlze Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without knowledge or 
infomation sufficient to form a belief as to tlze truth of tlze allegations, and therefore denies tlze 
same. 
ANSWER AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL OF DEFENDANT EATON ELECTRICAL 
INC. (FORMERLY KNOWN AS "CUTLER-HAMMER INC.") - Page 15 
k82e 
602040003900871 1 
COUNT SEVEN 
54. For its response to Paragraph 81 of t11e Complaint, Defendant restates and 
realleges, as though fully set forth herein, its responses to the unnmbered introductory 
Paragraph of the Complaint and to Paragraphs 1 through 80 above. 
55. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 82 of the Gomplaint 
insofar as tliey purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegatio~is in Paragraph i,' 
\, 82 of the Cornplaint purport to be directed to other parties (including such undefined persons or 
entities as are referred to as "Premise Defendants"), Defendant is without laowledge or 
illformation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies tile 
same. 
56. Defendant denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 83 of the Gomplaint 
iiisofar as they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegatiorts in Paragraph 
83 of the Complaint purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is tvithout laowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and thsrefo'orc denies tile 
same. 
DAMAGES 
57. Defendant denies the allegations contained in the unnumbered section of the 
Complaint captioned "Damages" (including subparagraphs (a) througll (k) thereof) insofar as 
they purport to be directed to Defendant, and, insofar as the allegations in the urnlubered 
section of the Complaint captioned "Damages" (including subparagraphs (a) through (k) thereof) 
purport to be directed to other parties, Defendant is without Icnowledge or information sufficient 
to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations, and therefore denies the same. 
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PART C 
In asserfing the following defenses, Defendmt does not assume the burdeli of proving 
any elernentls) thereof which any applicable case law, common law, statute, rule, regulation or 
-$ other authority places upon Plaintiff. 
\ 
FIRST DEFENSE -- LACK OF CONCISENESS IN PLEADING 
58. PlaintifFs Complaint and the a\rerme&s contained tlierein are not simple, concise 
and direct, as required by Rule 8(e)(l) of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
SECOND DEF'ENSE -- LACK OF SUFFICIENCY IN ALLEGING TIMES AND PLACES 
59. Plaiiltiffs Complaint and the avermeilts coiltailled therein fail sufficieiltly to 
allege the times and places at which the events described in the Complaiilt allegedly occuned, 
and such claims therefore are barred and/or subject to dismissal pussuant to Rule 9(f) of the 
Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
THIRD DEFWSE -- LACK OF PARTICULARITY IN ALLEGING FRAUD 
60. Plaintiffs Complaiilt and the avermeilts coiltailled therein fail to allege tlie 
specific acts that constitute Defendant's alleged fraud and misrepreseiltatioll with sufficieilt 
particularity, arid such claims therefore are barred and/or subject to dismissal pursuaiit to Rule 
9(b) of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
FOURTH DEFENSE -- LACK OF SPECIFICITY IN ALLEGING SPECIAL DAMAGES 
6 1. Plaintiffs Complaiilt and the avermeilts coiltailled therein fail sufficieiltly to 
allege and identify by category the special damages, if ally, which Plaintiff claims, and ally claim 
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Tor such damages therefore is bared and/or subject to dismissal pursuant to Rule 9(g) of the 
Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
FIFTH DEFENSE-- FAILUFE TO ALLEGE CLAIMS WIT13 PARTICTJ1,ANTY 
62. The Complaint fails to set out its claims against Defendmt wit11 sufficient 
fh particularity to permit Defendant to raise all appropriate defenses, and Defendant therefore 
reserves the right to add additional defenses as the alleged factual basis for these claims becornes 
known. 
SIXTH DEFENSE -- STATUTES OF LIMITATION AND/OR IEPOSE 
63. Plaintiffs Complaint and the claims coiltained therein are bared by ally and all 
applicable statutes of limitatioil and/or statutes of repose, iiicluding, but not limited to, Idaho 
Code $5 5-216,5-217, 5-218,5-219(4), 5-224., 6-1303(3) [6-1403(3)] andlor 28-2-725. 
SEVENTH DEFENSE -- LACHES 
64. Plaintiff unreasoilably delayed in briilgiilg this action, and such delay 
substantially prejudiced Defendant; Plaintiff therefore is barred by the doctriile of laches from 
iliaiiltaining this action against Defendant. 
EIGHTH DEFENSE -- COMPARATIVE NEGLIGENCE 
65. Plaintiff is barred from maiiltaiiliilg this action against Defendant by reason of 
Plaintiffs own ilegligeilce aildlor other wrongful coilduct that caused Plaintiffs injuries and/or 
damages alleged in the Complaiilt. Alternatively, Plaintiffs recovery, if any, should be reduced 
in accordailce with Idaho Code $5 6-801 and 6- 1304 [6- 14041. 
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NNTH DEFENSE -- NEGLIGENCE OF OTHER DEFENDANTS AND/OR NONPARTIES 
66. Plaintiff is barred from maintaining this action against Defenda~t because 
Plaintifps injuries and/or damages, if any, were proximately caused, in whole or in part, by the 
negligence andior other wrongful conduct of defendmts other than Defendmt md/or of persons 
-& and/or entities not pa&ies to this ractiun. 
a, 
rJ"$* 
G 
TENTH DEFENSE -- INDEPENDENT, NTERVENING OR SUPERSEDmC CAUSE 
67. Plaintiff is barred from maintaining this action against Defendzit because 
Plaintifrs injuries andlor damages, if any, were proximately caused, in whole or in part, by the 
unforeseeable, independent, intervening and/or superseding acts and/or omissions of Plaintiff, 
defendants other than Defendant, and/or other persons and/or entities not parties to this action 
ELEVENTH DEFENSE -- MISUSE, ABUSE OR IMPROPER USE 
68. Plaintiff is barred from mainbining this action against Defendant because 
Plaintiff's injuries and/or damages, if any, were proximately caused, in whole or in part, by the 
misuse, abuse or improper use of any product(s) alleged in the Complaiilt to have been 
manufactured, sold or distributed by Defendmt. 
TWELFTH DEFENSE -- SPOLIATION OF EVIDENCE; NO OPPORTUNETI' TO INSPECT 
69. Plaintiff negligently or intentionally failed to preserve, and permitted the 
spoliation of, material evidence, including, but not limited to, the products and/or materials 
referred to in the Complaint. Defendant did not have a reasonable opportunity to inspect, in a 
timely manner that may have revealed the existence of any alleged conditioil of, and/or evidence 
of misuse, abuse or improper use of, ally and/or all of the product(s) alleged in the Complaint to 
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have been matiufactured, sold or distributed by Defendant and used by Plaintiff and/or his 
employer(s). 
70. Any product(s) alleged in the Complaint to have been manufactured, sold or 
distributed by Defendant and used by Plaintiff and/or his employers were substantially altered, 
lxodifred and/or changed by a person or persons or by an entity or entities other than Defe'endmt 
after leaving Defendailt's control. Such alteration, modificatiotl or cliailge was not reasonably 
foreseeable and was made by others over whom Defendant had no control. 
FOURTEENTH DEFENSE -- KNOWLEDGEABLE USERS 
7 1. Any product(s) alleged in the Complaiilt to have been ma~ufactured, sold or 
distributed by Defendant were intended for, and sold to, knowledgeable, sophisticated and 
informed users over whom Defendant had no coiltrol and who were fully informed as to the risks 
and dangers, if any, associated with the product(s) and the precautions, if any, required to avoid 
such risks and dangers. Accordingly, Defendant had no duty to warn the knowledgeable, 
sophisticated and informed users of the risks and dangers, if ally, associated with such 
product(s). If any warning to Plaintiff was required, it was the failure of the knowledgeable, 
sophisticated and informed users to give such a wariliilg to Plaintiff that was the proximate and 
supersediilg cause of Plaintiffs injuries and damages, if ally. 
FIFTEENTH DEFENSE -- EQUAL OR GREATER KNOWLEDGE OF HAZARDS 
72. Any product(s) alleged in the Complaiilt to have been manufactured, sold or 
distributed by Defendant were supplied to persoils or entities who had knowledge with respect to 
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the hazards, if any, resulting from exposure to any such products that was equal to or greater than 
the howledge of Defendant. 
SIXTEENTH DEFENSE -- ASSUMPTION OF RISK 
73. Plaintiff knew and/or was warned of the risk with respect to the matters to which 
Plaintiff refers i11 the Coqlaint ,  Plaintiff understood and appreciated the nature of the risk, and V 
4 
14 Plaintiff voluntarily assumed and accepted such risk. 
t 
SEVENTEENTH DEFENSE -- ASSUMPTION OF RISK BY PLAINTIFF'S EMPLOYERS 
74. The Complaint and each claim coiltained therein are barred on the grounds that 
the employer or employers of Plaintiff knowiilgly entered into and engaged in tlie operations, 
acts and coilduct alleged in the Complaint, and voluntarily and lulowingly assumed all of the 
risks incident to said operations, acts and conduct at the times and places described in the 
Complaint. 
EIGHTEENTH DEFENSE -- AVOIDABLE CONSEQUENCES 
75. Plaintiff's recovery in this action, if any, should be reduced in accordailce with 
the doctrine of avoidable consequences. 
NINETEENTH DEFENSE -- CONDUCT OF FELLOW SERVANTS 
76. Plaintiff is barred from maintaining this action against Defendant because 
Plaintiffs injuries and/or dannages, if any, were caused by fellow servants. 
TWENTIETH DEFENSE -- COMPLIANCE WITH INDUSTRY STANDARDS 
77. Ally product(s) alleged in the Complaint to have beell manufactured, sold or 
distributed by Defeildailt complied with the then-existing state-of-the-art, and wit11 all applicable 
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industry standards, governmental laws, regulations and statutes, and were not defective or 
rrnreasoiiably dmgerous at the time they left: Defei~dailt's coiltrol. 
TWENTY-FIRST DEFENSE -- COMPLIANCE WITH SPECIFICATIONS 
'78. The product(s), if any, for which Defendant had any legal responsibility were 
mmufactured, packaged, sold and/or distributed in accordance witis contract specifica~ot~s 
imposed by co-defendants, by the U.S. Govemneilt, by the employers of Plaintiff, or by tliirci 
parties yet to be identified. 
i 
< ' 
L - 
3 
TWENTY-SECOND DEFENSE -- DEATH OF INJURED PLAINTIFF 
C 
79. Actions for persolla1 injury do not survive the death of tlie injured party, and any 
such actions therefore will expire upoil the death of the injured Plaiiltiff. 
TWENTY-THIRD DEFENSE -- INDISPENSABLE PARTIES 
80. In the event it is discovered that Plaintiff had other heirs who allege that they 
recover from Defendant and who are not named in the Complaint, Defendant asserts the right to 
have those persons made illvoluntary plaiiltiffs, the right to raise a defense of failure to join an 
iildispeilsable party, and the right to raise a defense of statute of limitations, as wclf as any o~tser 
applicable defenses. 
TWENTY-FOURTH DEFENSE -- FAILURE TO JOIN INDISPENSABLE PARTIES 
8 1. Plaintiff has failed to join indispeilsable parties, and the Complaint sliould be 
dismissed based on Rule l2(b)(7) and Rule 19 of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
TWENTY-FIFTH DEFENSE -- REAL PARTIES IN INTEREST 
82. In the event tliat Plaintiff received compeilsatioil from ally person, entity, 
iilsurance coinpany and/or fund that claims or may claim a subrogated interest ill any amount 
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Plaintiff may receive as a result of the maeers alleged in the Gomplain4, Plaintiff may not bc the 
real party in inlerest with respect to the claims asserted in the Complaint. Discovery in this case 
has not yet begun and may reveal the identities of the real paties in interest in tiis case. Rule 
1 ?(a) of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure requires that every action be prosecuted in the name 
of the real parties in interest. 
TWENTY-SIXTI-I DEFENSE -- LACK OF PRIVITU 
83. Plaintiff lacks privity with Defendant, thus barring any claim by Plaintiff against 
Defendailt far breach of warranty. 
TWENTY-SEVENTH DEFENSE -- NOT BENEFICIARIES OF WARRANTIES 
84. To the extent that Plaintiffs claims are based on alleged breach of warranty, 
Plaintiff does not qualify as a third-party beneficiary of warranties (expressed or implied) 
pursuant to Idaho Code $ 28-2-3 18, and Plaintiff's claims therefore are barred. 
TWENTY-EIGHTH DEFENSE -- SOLE WARRANTY 
85. If any warranties accompailied any product(s) alleged in the Complaint to have 
been mailufactured, sold or distributed by Defendant, they were express warranties and 
coilstituted the sole and entire warranties being given, if any, supersediilg all implied wmailties. 
TWENTY-NINTH DEFENSE -- DISCLAIMERS OF WARRANTIES 
86. Plaintiffs warranty claims are barred, in whole or in part, by effective 
disclaimers. 
THIRTIETH DEFENSE -- EXPIRATION OF WARRANTIES 
87. Ally warranties that may have accompanied ally product(s) alleged in the 
Cornplaiilt to have been mailufactured, sold or distributed by Defendailt have expired. 
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THIRTY-FIRST DEFENSE -- FAILURE TO GIVE NOTICE OF BREACH OF WARRANTY 
88. Plaintiff is barred from maintaining this action against Defendant because 
Plaintiff failed to give notice of any breach of warranty as required by Idaho Code $ 28-2- 
607(3 )(a) and/or as required by other statutes or judicial authority. 
THIRTY-SECOND DEFENSE -- NO SUCCESSOR LIABILITY 
89. Defendant has no liability for the acts of any other defendant or any otlner entity, 
!4 because Defendant did not become legally responsible for the acts of any such defendant or (\Y % 
%, entity given the facts and circumstances of the pertinent transactions. 
THIRTY-THIRD DEFENSE -- NON-MANUFACTURING SELLER 
90. To the extent that Defendant is alleged to be a non-manufacturing seller of the 
products to which reference is made in the Complaint, Defendant is entitled to immunity 
pursuant to Idaho Code 3 6-1307 [6-14071. 
THIRTY-FOURTH DEFENSE -- BULK SUPPLIER 
9 1. If and to the extent that Plaintiff was exposed to asbestos-containing materials or 
products for which Defendant was responsible, then with respect to those materials or products, 
Defendant sold those materials or products in bulk, accompanied by adequate warnings, to ail 
intermediary who subsequently marketed and resold the materials or products, or used 
Defendant's materials or products as a raw material for the manufacture of the intermediary's 
product, and for that reason, Defendant had no duty to independently warn Plaintiff of any 
alleged risks related to such products, and Plaintiffs claims are thereby barred. 
ANSVVER AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL OF DEFENDANT EATON ELECTRICAL 
INC. (FORMERLY KNOWN AS "CUTLER-HAMMER INC.") - Page 24 
/8B 9 
THIRTY-FIFTH DEFENSE -- DUE PROCESS 
92. Insofar as Plaintiff is unable to identify the manufachrrers of the substances, 
products mdior equipmeill that allegedly caused the injuries s f  which Plaintiff complains. 
I)laintiff fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted, since, if such relief were g r a ~ c d ,  
Defendant would be deprived of its constitutional rights to substantive and procedural due 
process of law and equal protection under the law as guarmteed by the Fourteenth Amen&xe~it 
.3 
.q of the United States Constitution and by the Idaho Constitution. 
THIRTY-SIXTH DEFENSE -- NO DAMAGES 
93. Plaintiff has not beell damaged by the alleged conduct or the product(s) of 
Defendant. 
THIRTY-SEVENTH DEFENSE -- UNFORESEEABLE DAMAGES 
94. Plaintiffs damages, if any, were not foreseeable, in wliole or in part, and 
therefore cannot be recovered in this action. 
THIRTY-EIGHTH DEFENSE -- SPECULATIVE DAMAGES 
95. Some or all of Plaintiffs claims for alleged damages have not accrued, and/or are 
purely speculative, tulcertain and contingeilt, and Plaintiff therefore is not entitled to recover any 
such alleged damages. 
THIRTY-NINTH DEFENSE -- LIMITATIONS ON DAMAGES 
96. Plaintiffs damages or losses, if ally, are barred or limited by pertinent statutory 
andlor common law provisiolls providiilg limitations on damages, ineludirzg, but not limited lo 
Idaho Code §§ 6-1 603 (Limitation on noilecoilomic damages) and 6-1 604 (Limitation on 
punitive damages). 
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FORTIETH DEFENSE -- ECONOMIC LOSS DOCTRNE 
97. The relief sought by Plaintiff in the Complaint is barred by the economic loss 
doctrine. 
FORTY-FIRST DEFENSE -- COLLATERAL SOURCES 
98. Plaintiffs dmages, if any, must be reduced by the Court pursuant to Idaho Code 
5 6-1606 in the event that any such award iilcludes compensatioil for damages for which Plaintiff 
has been con~pensated from coliateral sources. 
FORTY-SECOND DEFENSE -- OFFSET 
99. To the extent Plaintiff recovered ally moneys in connection with any claini for 
workers' compeilsatioii benefits or from any other source based upoil the events alleged in the 
Complaint, any mouilts recovered in this action are subject to a credit or offset. 
FORTY-THIRD DEFENSE -- FAILURE TO MITIGATE 
100. Plaintiff is barred from maiiltaiiliilg this action against Defeildailt because 
Plaintiff, by failing to act reasonably, has failed to mitigate any damages to which Plaintiff may 
be entitled. 
FORTY-FOURTH DEFENSE -- PRE-EXISTING CONDITIONS 
10 1. Plaintiffs injuries and damages, if any, were the result of pre-existing coilditions 
of Plaintiff not related to ally coilduct or product(s) of Defendant. 
FORTY-FIFTH DEFENSE -- EXPOSURE TO TOBACCO PRODlJCTS 
102. If and to the extent that Plaintiff was a user of cigarettes or other tobacco products 
and/or if Plaintiff was exposed to such products by the use of others, such use and/or exposure 
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caused or cont~ibuted to the injuries and damages alleged in the Complaint. The Restatenlent 
j j  433A hereby is plead as an affirmative defense. 
FORTY-SIXTH DEFENSE -- m U S U A L  SUSCEPTIBILITY 
103. Plaintifps injuries and damages, if any, were proximately caused or co~ribrited to 
by Plaintiff's unforeseeable idiosyncratic conditions, unusual susceptibilities, or hypersensitive 
4 
41 reactions for which Defendant is not liable. %s \ 
FORTY-SEVENTH DEFENSE -- NOT A SUBSTANTIAL FACTOR 
104. The Complaint and each claim contained therein are barred on the grounds that 
Defendant's product(s) andlor Defendant's alleged failure to warn Plaintiff were not substantial 
factors in bringing about the alleged injuries and damages of which Plaintiff complains. 
FORTY-EIGHTH DEFENSE -- ESTOPPEL 
105. As a result of the acts, conduct and/or omissio~ls of Plaintiff, his agents and/or any 
of them, the Complaint and each claim contained therein are barred under the doctrine of 
estoppel. 
FORTY-NINTH DEFENSE -- GOOD FAITH 
106. Plaintiffs claiins against Defendant are barred, in whole or in part, because 
Defendant at all times and places described in the Complaint acted reasonably and in good faith 
and without malice or oppression towards Plaintif%. 
FIFTIETH DEFENSE -- DUE C A E  AND DILIGENCE 
107. Defendant exercised due care and diligence in all of the matters alleged in the 
Complaint, and no act or omission by Defendant was the proximate cause of ally darnage, injury, 
or loss to Plaintiff. 
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FIFTY-FIRST DEFENSE -- NO CIVIL CONSPIMGY CLAIM 
108. Plaintifps claims are barred, in whole or in pas%, because a claini of civil 
conspiracy is not, by itself, a recognized claim for relief in Idaho. 
FIFTY-SECOND DEFENSE -- NO JOINT AND SEVERAL LIABILITY 
109. There is no concert of action or agency relationship between Defendant and aay 
other defendant(s) in this action, and Defendant therefore is not a joint tortfeasor with any otlaer 
such defendant(s) under Idaho Code 5 6-803(5). Accordingly, Defendant casxiot be held jointly 
or severally liable with any other defendant(s) in this action. 
FIFTY-THIRD DEFENSE -- APPLICABLE LAW 
110. Defendant alleges that the law applicable to Defendant and Plaintiff is tlie lax as 
it existed during the period in which Defendant allegedly engaged in the masiufBc;turing, sale or 
distribution of asbestos-containing products. 
FIFTY-FOURTH DEFENSE -- OTHER CONTROLLING LAW 
1 1 1. A law other than the law of Idaho may control the issues of liability and darnages 
in this action, and Defendant reserves the right to rely on any such law. 
FIFTY-FIFTH DEFENSE -- IMPROPER VENUE 
112. Plaintiff has failed to establish that venue is proper in the District Court of the 
Sixth Judicial District of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Bannock. 
FIFTY-SIXTH DEFENSE -- NO JURISDICTION 
1 13. To the extent that Plaintiffs remedies are governed by tlie worker's compensation 
system, this Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction over Plaintiffs claims. 
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FIFTY-SEVENTH DEFENSE -- AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES OF OTHER DEFENDANTS 
1 14. Defendant hereby incorporates by reference, as though fully set forth herein, any 
and all affirlxative defenses heretofore and hereafier asserted by other defendants in this action. 
STATEMENT E G A m Z N G  ADDITIONAL D E F E  
Dchndant is considering and believes that it may have additional defenses, but does not 
have sufficient information at this time to assert such additional defenses. Defendant does not 
5 
4, waive or intend to waive any such defenses, and specifically asserts its intention to amend its tf 
Answer if, pending research and afier discovery, facts come to light giving rise to such additional 
defenses. 
PFUYER FOR WLIEF 
WHERXFORE, Defendant prays for this Court's judgment as follows: 
1. That the Complaint be dismissed, with prejudice, and that Plaintiff take nothing 
thereby; 
2. That Defendant be awarded costs and attorney's fees under I.R.C.P. 54 and Iddho 
Code 5 (j 12- 120, 12- 12 1, 12- 123 and/or other applicable statutes and rules; and, 
3. That Defendant be awarded such other and further relief as this Cot~rt may deem 
just and proper. 
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DATED this 28th day of November, 2006. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
By: 
- V 
Howard D. Burnett 
AMorneys for Defendant Eaton Electrical Inc. 
(formerly known as ' C u t l e r - H m e r  Inc.") 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
Defendant respect-fully demands a jury trial on all issues pursuant to Rule 38(b) of the 
Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, and Defendant will not stipulate to a jury of less than 12 persons. 
DATED this 28th day of November, 2006. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LEP 
By: 
1 Howard 2). Burnett 
Attorneys for Defendant Eaton Electrical Inc. 
(formerly known as "Cutler-Hammer Inc.") 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 28th day of November, 2006,I caused to be served a 
true copy of the foregoing A N S m R  AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL OF DEFENDANT 
EATON ELECTRZCAL INC. ( F O M E E Y  KNOWN AS '"CUTLER-HAMMER MC.") by the 
method indicated below, and addressed to each of the following: 
James C. Arnold 
PETERSEN, PAmINSON & ARNOLD, PLLC 
390 North Capital Avenue 
P.O. Box 1645 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83403-1645 
G. Patterson Keahey 
G. PATTERSON KEAHEY, P.C. 
One Independence Plaza, Suite 612 
Birmingham, Alabama 35209 
Attorneys for Plaintiff John D. Adamson, individually and in his 
capacity as Personal Representative of the Estate of John H. 
Adamson 
U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered 
Overnigh Mail 
E-mail 
Telecopy 
r( U.S. R4ail. Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered 
Overnight Mail 
E-mail 
Telecopy 
Alan C. Goodman 
GOODMAN LAW OFFICE 
P.O. Box D 
7 17 7th Street 
Rupert, Idaho 833 50 
Attorneys for Defendant Rupert Iron Works, Inc. 
U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered 
Overnight Mail 
E-mail 
Telecopy 
w Howard D. Burnett 
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Donald I;. Carey, 1SB #4392 
Robert D. Willims, ISB #SO94 
QUANE SMlTH LLP 
2325 West Broadway, Suite B 
Idabo Falls, Idaho 83402-2913 
Telephone: (208) 529-0000 
Facsimile: (208) 529-0005 
E-mail: dfcarey@quanesmith.net 
Attorneys for Defendant Reliance Electric Motors 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF B A m O C K  
JOEIN D. ADAMSON, individually, and in 
his capacity as Personal Representative of 
The Estate of JOHN W. ADAMSON 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
FMC Corporation Individually and on 
behalf of its former Coffin Turbo Pump 
Operation and Former Peerless Pump, 
Chicago Pump and Link-Belt Business; 
NIKKO Materials USA, Inc., d/b/a Gould 
Electric Inc., individually and as successor 
in interest to Goulds, Inc., Imperial 
Corporation, Eastman Corporation, 
Imperial Eastman Corporation, ITE Circuit 
Breaker Company, and Century Electric; 
Schneider Electric, individually and on 
behalf of Square D Company; 
Alaskan Copper Works; 
Allis Chalmers Corporation; 
Amerivent Sales, Inc.; 
Ericsson, Inc., as Successor in Interest to 
the Anaconda Wire & Cable Company; 
Case No. CV-06-3 166-OC 
ANSWER AND JURY D E W m  
Category: I: l .a - Fee: $58.00 
1 - Answer and Jury Demand / 8 3  7 
Cardner Denver, Inc.; 
Henry Vogt Machine Go.; 
Obit Industries, Inc.; 
Paramount Supply Co.; 
Paul Roberts Machine Supply; 
Pocatello Supply, Inc.; 
Rupert Iron Works; 
Parker Hanr~ifin Corporation successor in 
interest to Sacoma-Siera, Inc.; 
Steel West, Inc.; 
Bechrel, Inc.; 
.%. Crane Go.; 
, I ,  * Owens Illinois, Inc.; \i American Optical Corporation; 
Eaton Electrical Corporation flkia Cutler 
Hammer; 
Flowserve Corporation individually and as 
succcessor to the Duriron Company, Inc. 
FICA Durco International; 
Fairbanks Morse Pump Corporation 
Honeywell, Inc. (Specifically excluding 
liability for NARCO) individually and as 
successor to Allied Signal, Bendix, 
Wheelabrator, Rust Engineering, and Allied 
Chemical; 
Reliance Electric Motors individually and 
as successor to Master Electric; 
P&H Cranes; 
Johnson Pumps; 
Sterling Fluid System (Peerless Pumps), 
Defendants. 
Defendant, Reliance Electric Company, misidentified as Reliance Electric Motors, 
by and through its attorneys ofrecord, Quane Smith LLP, answers Plaintifrs Complaint and 
alleges as follows: 
1. Answering Defendant denies each and every allegation of the Cornplaint not 
herein expressly admitted. 
2 - Answer and Jury Demand /8Sg 
7 
. Answering Defendant is wi.thout sufficient knowledge as to Paragraphs 22,29, 
30, 3 1, 32, 33, 3 5, of PlaintifP s complaint and therefore denies same. 
3. The allegations contained within paragraphs 1 through 2 1,23 through 28,67 
through 69,7 1 through 76, 82 and 83 of PlaintifPs co~nplaint appear to be directed at some 
other person or entity other than this answering defendant, for which not responsiile 
averment is required. To the extend the allegations contained in those paragraplis assert a 
L' 
a F cause of action against this answering defendant it is denied. 
#'<,. 
x, ' 
4. The statement contained in paragraph 34 of PlaintifPs complaint constitute a 
statement of intent by Plaintiff, for which no responsive averment is required. If the 
statements contained in said paragraph 34 assert a cause of action against this answeris% 
defendant, it is denied. 
5. With respect to the allegations set forth in paragraphs 37 through 45, 47 
through 54,56 through 58,60 through 66 and 78 through 80 of Plaintiffs Complaint, to the 
extent those paragraphs assert a cause of action against this answering defendant, they xire 
denied. The allegations contained in those paragraphs are denied without knowledge to the 
extent they relate to other persons, entities or parties. 
6. The allegations incorporated by reference into paragraphs 36,46, 55, 59, 70, 
77 and 81 of Plaintifrs complaint are responded to as set forth above. 
7. Plaintiff's Complaint is barred under the statute of limitations. I.C.5 5-2 19: 
I.C.5 6-1303 [I.C. 5 6-14031. 
8. Plaintiff decedent failed to mitigate his damages, if any. 
3 - Answer and Jury Demand 
9. PlaintifPs decedent was comparatively negligent, and his negligence was 
greater than or equal to the negligence, if any, of answering Defendant. Any damages are 
subject to reduction pursuant to Idaho Code 5 6-801, et seq. 
10. Plaintifrs damages, if any, were caused by the actions or omissions ofpersons 
or parties other than answering Defendant, which actions or omissions were the proximate 
and primary causes of the damages, if any, suffered by Plaintiff. 
1 1. Plaintiff's decedent assumed the risk of the events, occunences and damages 
s: 
,& 
i-. alleged in the Complaint. 
L 
12. Plaintifl's decedent is estopped andfor has waived his right to assert this claim 
against this answering Defendant. 
13. If answering Defendant has any liability to Plaintiff, which liability answering 
Defendant denies, any award made to Plaintiff in this action must be reduced by the Court, 
pursuant to I.C.5 6-1606, in the event that any such award includes compensation for 
damages for which Plaintiff has been compensated independently from collateral sources. 
14. If answering Defendant has any liability to Plaintiff, which liability Defendant 
denies, any recovery by Plaintiff would be subject to the limitations on non-economic 
damages established by I.C.5 6-1 603. 
15. If Plaintiff actually sustained the damages alleged by him, such damages were 
proximately caused by intervening acts a d o r  omissions constituting superseding causes of 
liability precluding Plaintiff from any recovery from answering Defendant in this action. 
16. If Plaintiff actually sustained the damages alleged by him, such damages were 
4 - Answer and Jury Demand /gL/d 
proximately caused by Plaintifls decedent" product misuse or product alteration. I.C.5 6- 
1305 [I.C. 5 6-1405). 
17. Answering defendant may enjoy stahrtory immunity pursuant to I.C.5 6- 1306 
[I.C. 5 6-1406). 
WHEREFORE, answering Defendant prays the Court enterjudpent against PlaintiE 
as follows: 
b" 
% 1. Dismissing Plaintiffs' Complaint with Plaintiff taking nothing thereby; 
1 
2. Awarding Defendant, Reliance Electric Company, its costs and fees, pursuant 
to Idaho Code 5 12- 120 and 12- 12 1; and 
3.  For such other and further relief as this Court deems just. 
DEFENDANT D E W m S  TRIAL BY JURY 
DATED this d 7 day of November, 2006. 
QUANE SMITH LLP 
Donald F. Care 
Attorneys for eliance Electric 
Motors 
5 - Answer and Jury Demand 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I MEWBY CERTIFY that on this 2 day of November, 2006,I served a true and correct 
copy of the .foregoing Answer and Jury Demand by: 
James G. Arnold [4.~. Mail, postage prepaid 
PETERSEN, P A m N S O N  & ARNOLD, PLLG [ ] Hand-Delivered 
390 N. Capital Avenue [ 1 Overnight Mail 
P.O. Box 1645 [ ] Facsimile (208j 5228547 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1645 
(208) 522-5200 
d 
L (b" G. Patterson Keahey 
\ C. PATTERSON ~ A H E Y ,  P.C. 
One Independence Plaza, Suite 6 12 
Birmingham, Alabama 3 5209 
(205) 87 1-0707 
S. Mail, postage prepaid 
[ 1 Hand-Delivered 
[ ] Overnight Mail 
[ ] Facsimile (205) 871-0801 
Donald F. Carey L-J' 
\\SranonZishan~naWtLES\OPEN - CASE TILESV3 162 - Adamson v Rel~ance Electric MotorsMnswer wpd 
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HOPKINS RODEN CROGKETT 
HANSEN & I-100PES, PLLC 
C. Timothy Hopkins, ISBN 1064 
Steven K. Brown, ISBN 3396 
428 Park Avenue 
P. 0. Box 51219 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83405-121 9 
Telephone: 208-523-4445 
Facsimile: 208-523-4474 
f4 
p" 
Li Attorneys for Defendant Square D Con~pany, incorrectly named as "Schneider Electric" \: 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF TI-IE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
JOHN D. ADAMSON, individually and 
as in his capacity as Personal 
Representative of The Estate of JOHN H. 
ADAMSON, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
FMC CORPORATION, et. al., 
Defendants. 
Case No. CV-06-3 166-OC 
DEFENDANT SQUARE D 
COMPANY'S ANSWER 
Fee Category: I. 1. 
Fee: $58.00 
COMES NOW, Square D Company, incorrectly named as "Schneider Electric," 
("Square D")' and in answer to tlle Complaint on file herein admits, denies and alleges as 
follows: 
i The Complaint was served on "Schneider Electric, individually and on behalf of Square D Con~pany" at 
Square D Company's principal place of business in Palatine, Illinois. Inasmuch as "Schneider Electric" is a brand 
name used by Square D Company and because "Sch~ieider Electric" is not a legal entity capable of being sued, 
Square D Cornpany has respollded to this suit pursuant to the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure; but, to the extent that 
it may ultimately be detecmined that its position is in error, based on law or fact, all Rule 12 defenses are specifically 
reserved. 
DEFENDANT SQUARE D COMPANY'S ANSWER - 1 
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DEFENDANT" S S P O N S E  TO PLAINTIFF'S ALLEGATIONS 
1. Defendant states that this paragraph is a conclusion of law to which no 
response is required. To the extent that a response is required, Defendant denies [he allegatioiis 
of paragraph 1. 
2. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 2. 
3. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 3. 
i 
I"' 4. Defendant is without informati011 sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
%,YJ 
of the allegations of paragraph 4. 
5.  Defendant is witl~out information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 5.  
6. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the Path 
of the allegations of paragraph 6. 
7. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the tlxth 
of the allegations of paragraph 7. 
8. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegatiotis of paragraph 8. 
9. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the tlxth 
of the allegations of paragraph 9. 
10. Defendant is witl~out infonnation sufficieilt to fonn a belief as to the tnltln 
of thc allegations of paragraph 10. 
11. Defendant is without infonnation sufficient to f o m  a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 1 1. 
DEFENDANT SQUARE D COMPANY'S ANSWER - 2 
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12. Defendant is without informatiort sufficient to form a belief as to thc tr~lth 
of the allegations of paragraph 12. 
13. Defendant is witlzout information sufficient to form a belief as to tlie tn~ th  
of the allegations of paragraph 13. 
4 Defendant is witholrt infon~ation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 14. 
15. Defendant is without information sufficient to fonn a belief as to tlie truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 15. 
16. Defendant is without information sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
s: 
* v 
A 
'A of the allegations of paragraph 16. 
17. Defendant is without information sufficient to fonz a belief as to the trutli 
of the allegations of paragraph 17. 
18. Defendant is without information sufficieiit to foixz a belief as to tlze truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 1 8. 
19. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the tl-rtth 
of the allegations of paragraph 19. 
20. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 20. 
21. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the tlxth 
of the allegations of paragraph 21. 
22. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 22. 
23. Defendant is without infonnatioli sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 23. 
/e*t, 
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24. Defendant is without information sufficient to forni a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 24. 
25. Defendant is without information sufficient to fonn a belief as to the tr~ith 
of the allegations of paragraph 25. 
26. Defendant is tvitl~ot~t is~foi-mation sufficient to form a belief as to the tnitli 
of the allegations of paragraph 26. 
27. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the triitli 
of the allegations of paragraph 27. 
28. Defendant Square D states that Plaintiffs have improperly named 
?h 
o @  
"Schneider Electric" in this case; however they have served the Complaint on Square D 
Company. Square D Company is the correct name of the entity in this matter. Square D denies 
the truth of the remaining allegations of paragraph 28. 
29. Defendant states that this paragraph is a conclusion of law to which no 
response is required. To the extent that a response is required, Defendant denies the allegatio~is 
of paragraph 1. 
30. Defendant is without infonnation sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 30. 
3 1. Defendant is without infonnation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 3 1, but specifically denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any 
manner or ally amount as a proximate result of any act or failure to act of Defendant. 
32. Defendant is without infonnation sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 32, but specifically denies that the concept of joint and several 
liability is applicable to this case. 
DEFENDANT SQUARE D COMPANY'S ANSWER - 4 
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33. Defendant is without information sufficie~lt o form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 33, but specifically denies that the concept of joint and several 
liability is applicable to this case. 
34. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to tbe truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 34. 
35. Defendant is without information suft;cient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 69. 
35.  Defendant is without information sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 70. 
FOR A FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Negligence) 
36. Defendant realleges its answers to paragraphs 1 through 35 above as 
though the same were here set forth in full. 
37. Defendant is witl~out information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 37, but specifically denies that Plaii~tiffs were damaged in any 
manner or in any amount as a proximate result of any act or failure to act of Defendant. 
38. Defendant denies the allegations of paragraph 38. 
39. Defendant is without information sufficient to foxm a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 39, but specifically denies it acted negligently, and denies that 
Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or in any amount as a proximate result of any act or 
failure to act of Defendant. 
40. Defendant is without information sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 40, but specifically denies it acted negligently, and denies that 
DEFENDANT SQUARE D COMPANY'S ANSWER - 5 
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Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or in m y  amotint as a proximate result of any act or 
failure to act of Dekndant. 
41. Defendant is without information sufficient to f o m  a belief as to the triith 
of the allegations of paragraph 41. 
42. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 42, but specifically denies that Plaintiffs were damaged iii any 
manner or any amount as a proximate result of any act, failure to act or product of Defeiidaiit. 
43. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the hxth 
of the allegations ofparagraph 43, but specifically denies the same with respect to any product of 
h 
r J*  
4 Defendant. 
44. Defendant is without information sufficient to fonii a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 44, but specifically denies it acted negligently, willfully, wantonly 
or recklessly, and denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or in any amount as a 
proximate result of any act or failure to act of Defendant. 
45. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraph 45. 
COUNT TWO 
46. Defendant realleges its answers to paragraphs 1 through 45 above as 
though the same were here set forth in full. 
47. Defendant is witliout information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 47, but specifically denies its products were defective, non- 
merchantable or not reasonably suited to the use intended, and denies that Plaintiffs were 
damaged in any manner or in any amount as a proximate result of any act, failure to act or 
product of Defendant. 
DEFENDANT SQUARE D COMPANY'S ANSWER - 6 
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48. Defendant is withorrt information sufficient to f o m  a belief as to the tmtb 
of the allegations of paragraph 48, but specifically denies the same as to any product of 
Defendant. 
139. Defendant is without information sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
of the allcgatiorls of paragraph 49, but specifically denies the same as to any product of 
Defendant. 
50. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 50, but specifically denies the same as to any product of 
rr 4 
, u Defendant . $ 
i. 5 1. Defendant is without infomation sufficient to form a belief as to the tnlth 
of the allegations of paragraph 5 1, but specifically denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any 
manner or any amount as a proximate result of any act or failure to act of Defendant. 
52. Defendant is without information sufficient to f o m  a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 52, but specifically denies the same as to any product of 
Defendant. 
53. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 53, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant. 
54. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 54, but specifically denies the same as to any product of 
Defendant, and denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or any amount as a proximate 
result of any act, failure to act or product of Defendant. 
COUNT THREE 
55. Defendant realleges its answers to paragraphs 1 through 54 above as 
though the same were here set forth in full. 
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56. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 56, but specifically denies the same as to any product of 
Defer-rdant, and denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any malzner or any amottnt as a proximate 
result of any act, failure to act, representation or prod~ict of Defendant. 
57. Defendant is without infomation sufficient to form a belief as to tlie truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 57, but specifically denies the same as to any product of 
Defendant. 
58. Defendant is without information sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
;Q 
1- J: of the allegations of paragraph 58, but specifically denies the same as to any product of 
1% 
Defendant, and denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or any amount as a proximate 
1-esult of any act, failure to act, representation or product of Defendant. 
COUNT FOUR 
59. Defendant realleges its answers to paragraphs 1 through 58 above as 
tho~igh the same were here set forth in full. 
60. Defendant is without information sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 60, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant, and denies 
that Plaintiffs were damaged in any maiii-rer or any amount as a proximate result of any act, 
failure to act or product of Defendant. 
61. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 62, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant, denies that 
Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or any amount as a proximate result of any act, failure to 
act, representation or product of Defendant, denies that the concept of joint and several liability 
is applicable to this case, and denies that Plaintiffs can recover on the basis of any alleged civil 
conspiracy. 
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62. Defendalit is without infonnation s~tfficient to form a belief' as to the trutli 
of the allegations of paragraph 62, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant and any 
product of Defendant, denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any manlier or any ainount as a 
proximate result of any act, failure to act, or product of Defendant, and denies that Plaintiffs can 
recover on the basis of any alleged civil conspiracy. 
63. Defendant is without infonnation sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 63, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant or 
Defendant's products, deilies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or any amount as a 
i : 
f s  7 proximate result of any act, failure to act, representation or product of Defendant, denies that the p 
concept of joint and several liability is applicable to this case, and denies that Plaintiffs can 
recover on tlie basis of any alleged civil conspiracy. 
64. Defendant is witl~out infonnation sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 64, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant or 
Defeiidant's products, and denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any niailner or ally amount as a 
proximate result of any act, failure to act, representation or product of Defendant. 
66. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the &at11 
of the allegations of paragraph 66, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant, denies that 
Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or any amount as a proximate result of any act, failure to 
act, or product of Defendant, and denies that Plaintiffs can recover on the basis of any alleged 
civil conspiracy. 
67. Defendant is without infoi-mation sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 67. 
68. Defendant is without ii~fonnation sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 68, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant, denies that 
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Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or any amount as a proximate result of any act, failure !u 
act, or representation of Defendant, and denies that Plaintiffs can recover on the basis of ally 
alleged civil conspiracy. 
69. Defendant is uiithout infoxmation sufficient to foml a belief as to the tr~lth 
of the allegations of paragraph 69, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant, and denies 
that Plaintiffs can recover 011 the basis of any alleged civil conspiracy. 
COUNT FIVE 
70. Defendant realleges its answers to paragraphs 1 through 69 above as 
thougli the same were here set forth in full. 
71. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 7 1. 
73. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the tr~ith 
of the allegations of paragraph 73 (sic). 
74. Defendant is without infonnation sufficient to form a belief as to the t~x th  
of the allegations of paragraph 74. 
75. Defendant is without infornlation sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 75. 
76. Defendant is without infonnation sufficient to form a belief as to the ti-~lth 
of the allegations of paragraph 76. 
COUNT SIX 
77. Defendant realleges its answers to paragraphs 1 through '76 above as 
though the same were here set forth in full. 
78. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraph 78. 
79. Defendant denies the allegatiolls of Paragraph 79. 
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80. Deferidant denies the allegations of Paragraph 80. 
COUNT SEVEN 
8 1. Dekndant realleges its answers to paragraphs 1 through 80 above as 
though tfie same were here set forth in full. 
82. Defendant is vi~ithout information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 82. 
83. Defendant is without information sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
fb 
of the allegations of paragraph 83, but specifically denies the same as to Defendar~t, and denies 
that Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or any amount as a proximate result of any act, 
failure to act, or product of Defendant. 
DAMAGES 
Defendant is without infonnatioii sufficient to fornl a belief as to the tlxtli of 
Plaintiffs' allegations concerning damages, but specifically denies that Plaintiffs were damaged 
in any manner or any amount as a proximate result of any act or failure to act of Defendant. 
Defendant further denies each and every allegation of Plaintiffs' Cornplaiilt not 
otheiwise addressed herein. 
FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' Complaint herein fails to state a claim upon which relief can be 
granted. 
SECOND DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims herein are barred in whole or in part by the doctrine of laches, 
waiver and estoppel. 
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TlHIRD DEFENSE 
Plaintiffsklaims are barred because they were aware of the alleged hazards and 
therefore expressly or impliedly assumed the risk of damage. 
FOURTII DEFENSE 
The culpable cond~rct of Plaintiffs herein was at least equal to or grcater than the 
negligence of Defendant, if any, and was the sole, direct and proximate cause of any damage or 
injuries suffered by Plaintiffs. 
FIFTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims herein are barred because the same, if any, were caused or 
proximately caused by third parties or persons other than Defendant. 
SIXTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffsklaims for damages herein are barred due to supersediiig and/or 
intervening causes unrelated to any conduct of or product placed in tlie stream of commerce by 
Defendant. 
SEVENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' recoveries, if any, are barred and/or subject to reductio~l because of the 
comparative negligence, fault, responsibility or causation attributable to Plaintiffs and/or third 
parties other than Defendant. 
EIGHTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims for damages herein are barred in that they were not proxinlately 
caused by any act or failure to act of Defendant. 
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NINTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' clain~s for damages herein were the result of prc-existing conditions of 
Plaintiffs not rclated to any conduct of or product placed in the stream of commerce by 
Defendant. 
TENT13 DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims are barred in whole or in part because an action for civil 
conspiracy is not recognized in Idaho, 
ELEVENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims for damages, if any, were caused by Plaintiffs' andor third 
pax-ties' misuse or unintended use of the product. 
TWELFTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs failed to mitigate their damages, if any, and to avoid the consequences 
thereof, and therefore their claims are barred or subject to reduction and/or apportionment. 
THIRTEENTH DEFENSE 
Defendant is entitled to set off against Plaintiffs' alleged damages, if any, such 
amounts as Plaintiffs have been compensated by any other person, corporation, insurance 
company, fund or other collateral source, all as more specifically set forth in Idaho Code 5 6- 
1606. 
FOURTEENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims are barred, in whole or in part, by applicable statutes of 
limitation, including Idaho Code $9 5-219, 6-1404(3) and/or 28-2-725. 
FIFTEENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' damages, if any, are barred or limited by pertinent provisions of Idaho 
law, including but not limited to Idaho Code $6-1 601 and 46-1 604. 
#4$Z* 
=I" 
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SIXTEENTH DEFENSE 
To the extent Plaintiffs' claims are based on breach of warranty, they are barred 
because Plaintiffs lack privity of contract with Defendant. 
SEVENTEENTH DEFENSE 
To the extent Plaintiffsklairns are based on breach of warranty, X3lain"bffs do i ~ o t  
qualify as a third party beneficiaries of warranties express or implied pursuant to Idaho Code $ 
28-2-3 18, and their claiins are therehre balred. 
EICI-ITEENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs'warranty claims, if any, are barred by the failure to givc reasonably 
timely and proper notice of any alleged breach of warranty to Defkndant. 
NINETEENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' wasranty claims, if any, are barred in whole or in part by effective 
disclaimers. 
TWENTIETH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' Coinplaint fails to sufficiently allege the times and places at which the 
events outlined in the Complaint allegedly occurred and it is therefore subject to dismissal 
pursuant to the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 9(f) .  
TWENTY-FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' Complaint fails to sufficiently allege the special damages, if any, whicli 
Plaintiffs claim and any claim for such damages is therefore barsed and/or the Complaint subject 
to dismissal pursuant to the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 9(g). 
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TWENTY-SECOND DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' Complaint fails to allege the specific acts which constitute Defendant's 
fraud and niisrepresentation with sufficient particularity, and such claims are thcrcfore barred 
and/or s~tbject o disniissal pursuant to the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 9(b). 
T WENTV-THIRL) DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' damages, if any, were not foreseeable in whole or in part, and therefore 
"\, cannot be recovered. 
< 
*i 
\: TWENTY-FOURTH DEFENSE 
\ 
Defendant's liability, if any, is limited to the amount representing its pro-rata 
share of comparative respoiisibility among the persondentities involved. 
TWENTY-FIFTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs and/or other third parties altered and/or modified the involved products. 
TWENTY-SIXTH DEFENSE 
Actions for personal injury do not survive the death of the injured party, and any 
such actions expired upon the death of the allegedly injured plaintiff. 
TWENTY-SEVENTH DEFENSE 
The court lacks personal jurisdiction over the Defendant. 
TWENTY-EIGHTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs were not users or purchasers of any product from Square D within t l~e  
meaning of Sectioii 402A of the Restatement (Second) of Torts; rather, Plaintiffs were 
bystanders to whom Square D owned no duty under Section 402A. 
TWENTY-NINTH DEFENSE 
Any injuries, illnesses, diseases, disabilities, losses of damages alleged by 
Plaintiffs were proximately caused or contributed to by a superseding and intervening cause or 
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causes other than an act or oniission on the part of Square D and, accordingly, rccolies-y of relief 
against S q ~ ~ a r e  is barred. 
THIRTIETH DEFENSE 
The state of the medical, scientific and industrial knowledge and practice was at 
all material times such that this Defendant neither breached any alleged duty owed to Plaintiffs 
@ 6 nor knew, nor could have known, that its product(s) presented a foreseeable risk of harm to $ 
b Plaintiffs in the normal and expected use of such product(s). 
THIRTY-FIRST DEFENSE 
Tliis Defendant retains its right to seek contribution and/or iiidemnification 
against any and all nianufacturers of asbestos-containing materials who have filed petitions in 
various bankruptcy courts and consequently are not presently within the jurisdiction of this 
Court. 
THIRTY-SECOND DEFENSE 
Process and service of process was insufficient. 
THIRTY-THIRD DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs claim is barred by the doctrines of res judicata and/or collateral 
estoppel. 
ADDITIONAL DEFENSES 
Defendant respectfully reserves the sight to allege additional defenses and/or 
withdraw alleged defenses based on additional discovery and investigation. 
ATTORNEY'S FEES 
Defendant alleges that it has been necessary to retain attorneys for its defense of 
the claims herein and that it is entitled to an award of its reasonable attorney's fees in accordance 
with the provisions of Idaho Code 9 12-121 and other applicable provisions of Idaho law. 
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WEIEmFOW, Defendant prays the judgment, order and decree of this Court be 
as follows: 
1. That Plaintiffs' Conlplaint herein against Defendant be dismissed wit11 
prejudice and that Plaintiffs take nothing tfiereby; 
2. That Defendant be awarded its reasonable attorney's fees incurred hereic; 
3. That Defendarlt be awarded its costs of suit incurred herein; and. 
3 4. That Defendant be awarded such other and further relief as the Court niay 
i* $ 
% deem just and equitable. 
DATED THIS 
Attorneys for Defendant 
Square D Company 
DEFENDANT SQUARE D COMPANY'S ANSWER - 17 /557 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY MAIL, HAND DELIVERY 
OR FACSIhfILE TRANSMISSION 
I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing document was on this 
date served upon the person(s) named below, at the address(es) set out below their name, either 
by mailing, overnight delivering, hand delivering or by telecopying to them a true and correct 
copy of said document in a properly addressed envelope in the United States mail, postage 
prepaid; by overnight delivery, postage prepaid; by hand delivery to them; or by facsimile 
transmission. 
day of December, 2006. 
James C. Arnold, Esq. 
PETERSEN, PARKINSON 
& ARNOLD, PLLC 
390 N. Capital Avenue 
P. 0. Box 1645 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1645 
G. Pattersoil Kealiey, Esq. 
G. PATTERSON KEAWEY, P.C. 
One Independence Plaza, Suite 6 12 
Birmingham, Alabama 35209 
(Attorneys for Plaintiff John D. Adamson, 
individually and in his capacity as Personal 
Representative of the Estate of John H. 
Adamson) 
Alan C. Goodman 
GOODMAN LAW OFFICE 
P.O. Box D 
Rupert, ID 83350 
(Attorneys for Defendant Rupert Iron 
Works, Inc.) 
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U.S. Mail 
Overnight Delivery 
Hand Delivery 
Facsimile 
U.S. Mail 
Overnight Delivery 
Hand Delivery 
Facsimile 
U.S. Mail 
Overnight Delivery 
Hand Delivery 
Facsimile 
U.S. Mail 
Overnight Delivery 
Hand Delivery 
Facsimile 
l-lowdrd D. Burnett, Usq. 
I-IAIVLE'S-', TROXELL, ENNIS 
& HAWLEY, LLP 
333 S. Main Street 
F,O, Box 100 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
U.S. Mail 6 Overnight Delivery 
13 Hand Delivery 
CI Facsimile 
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Donald I;. Carey, ISB #4392 
Robert D. Willims, ISB #SO44 
QUANE SMITH LLP 
2325 West Broadway, Suite I3 
Idabo Falls, Idaho 83402-291 3 
'Telephone: (208) 529-0000 
Facsimile: (208) 529-0005 
E-mail: dfcarey@quanesmith.net 
Attorneys for Defendant American Optical Corporation 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF TI-IE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BAWOCK 
JOHN L). ADAMSON, individually, and in 
his capacity as Personal Representative of 
The Estate of JOHN H. ADAMSON 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
FMC Corporation Individually and on 
behalf of its former Coffin Turbo Pump 
Operation and Former Peerless Pump, 
Chicago Pump and Link-Belt Business; 
NIKKO Materials USA, Inc., d/b/a Gould 
Electric Inc., individually and as successor 
in interest to Goulds, Inc., Imperial 
Corporation, Eastman Corporation, 
Imperial Eastman Corporation, ITE Circuit 
Breaker Company, and Century Electric; 
Schneider Electric, individually and on 
behalf of Square D Company; 
Alaskan Copper Works; 
Allis Cl~almers Corporation; 
Amerivent Sales, Inc.; I 
Ericsson, Inc., as Successor in Interest to 
the Anaconda Wire & Cable Company; 
Case No. CV-06-3 166-OC 
DEFENDANT M R I C A N  
OPTICAL COWORATION'S 
ANSRER AND JURY DEMAND 
Category: I. I .  a - Fee: $58.00 
1 - Defendant American Optical Corporation's Answer and Jury Demand 
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Gardner Denver, Inc. ; 
Henry Vogt Machine Co.; 
Obit Industries, Inc.; 
fjuamount Supply Co.; 
Paul Roberts Machine Supply; 
Pocatello Supply, Inc.; 
Rupert Iron Works; 
Parker Wannifin Corporation successor in 
interest to Sacoma-Siera, Inc.; 
Steel West, Inc.; 
Beebtel, Inc.; 
Crane Co.; 
Owens Illinois, Inc.; 
Arnerican Optical Corporation; 
Eaton Electrical Corporation f/Wa Cutler 
Hammer; 
Flowserve Corporation individually and as 
succcessor to the Duriron Company, Inc. 
FKA Durco International; 
Fairbanks Morse Pump Corporation 
Moneywell, Inc. (Specifically excluding 
liability for NARCO) individually and as 
successor to Allied Signal, Bendix, 
Wheelabrator, Rust Engineering, and Allied 
Chemical; 
Reliance Electric Motors individually and 
as successor to Master Electric; 
P&H Cranes; 
Johnson Pumps; 
Sterling Fluid System (Peerless P u p s ) ,  
Defendants. 
Defendant, American Optical Corporation, by and through its attorneys of record, Quane 
Smith LLP, answers Plaintiffs Complaint and alleges as follows: 
1. Answering Defendant denies each and every allegation of the Colaplaint not 
herein expressly admitted. 
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2. Answering Defendant is without sufficient knowledge as to Paragraphs 17,29, 
30, 3 1, 32, 33,35, of PlaixllifFs complaint and therefore denies same. 
3.  The allegations contained within paragraphs 1 through 16, 18 through 28, 67 
through 69,7 1 through 76, 82 and 83 of PlaintifPs complaint appear to be directed at some 
other person or entity other than this answering defendant, for which no responsive averment 
is required. To the extend the allegations contained in those paragraphs assert a cause of 
action against this answering defendant it is denied. 
i 4. The statement contained in paragraph 34 of Plaintiffs cornplaint constitute a 
, 
,ke 
statement of intent by Plaintiff, for which no responsive averment is required. If the 
statements contained in said paragraph 34 assert a cause of action against this answering 
defendant, it is denied. 
5 .  With respect to the allegations set forth in paragraphs 37 through 45, 47 
through 54, 56 through 58,60 through 66 and 78 through 80 of Plaintiffs Complaint, to the 
extent those paragraphs assert a cause of action against this answering defendant, they are 
denied. The allegations contained in those paragraphs are denied without ltnowledge to the 
extent they relate to other persons, entities or parties. 
6. The allegations incorporated by reference into paragraphs 36,46, 55, 59, 70, 
77 and 81 of Plaintiffs complaint are responded to as set forth above. 
7. Plaintiffs Complaint is barred under the statute of limitations. I.C.5 5-219: 
I.C.9 6-1303 [I.C. 5 6-14031. 
8. Plaintiff decedent failed to mitigate his damages, if any. 
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9. Plaintiff's decedent was comparatively negligent, and his llegligence was 
greater than or equal to the negligence, if any, of answering Defendant, Any damages are 
subject to reduction pursuant to Idaho Code 9 6-80 1, et seq. 
10. Plaintifrs damages, if any, were caused by the actions or omissions ofpersons 
or partics other than answering Defendant, which actions or omissions were the proximaze 
and primary causes of the damages, if any, suffered by Plaintiff. 
1 1.  Plaintiffs decedent assumed the risk of the events, occurrences and damages 
1 
alleged in the Complaint. 
12. Plaintifrs decedent is estopped and/or has waived his right to assert this claim 
against this answering Defendant. 
13. If answering Defendant has any liability to Plaintiff, which liability answering 
Defendant denies, any award made to Plaintiff in this action must be reduced by the Court, 
pursuant to I.C.5 6-1606, in the event that any such award includes coinpensatioii for 
damages for which. Plaintiff has been compensated independently from collateral sources. 
14. If answering Defendant has any liability to Plaintiff, which liability Defendant 
denies, any recovery by Plaintiff would be subject to the limitations on non-econoinic 
damages established by I.C. 5 6- 1603. 
15. If Plaintiff actually sustained the damages alleged by him, such damages were 
proximately caused by intervening acts andlor omissions constituting superseding causes of 
liability precluding Plaintiff from any recovery fkom answering Defendant in this action. 
4 - Defendant American Optical Corporation's Answer and Jury Demand 
I.$'& s" 
16. If Plaintiffactually sustained the damages alleged by him, such damages were 
proxin~ately caused by PlaintifPs decedent" product misuse or product alteration. f .C.S 6- 
1305 [I.C. 6-14051. 
17. Answering defendant may enjoy statutory immunity pursuant to I.G.5 6- I306 
[I.C. 5 6-14061. 
18. Plaintifrs Complaint must be dismissed pursuant to I.R.C.P. 12(b)(4) and 
I.R.C.P. 12(b)(5) in that no summons directed to this Defendant was served on it. 
, k W I " I E F O E ,  answering Defendant prays the Court enterjudgment against Plaintiff d 
\% 
as follows: 
1. Dismissing Plaintiffs' Complaint with Plaintiff taking nothing thereby; 
2. Awarding Defendant, American Optical Corporation, its costs and fees, 
pursuant to Idaho Code 5 12- 120 and 12- 12 1 ; and 
3. For such other and further relief as this Court deems just. 
DEFENDANT AMERICAN OPTICAL CORPORATION DEMANDS TRIAL BY JURY 
DATED this 19" day of December, 2006. 
QUANE SMITH LLP 
By: 
Donald F. Care 
Attorneys for n Optical Corp. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 19" day of December, 2006,I sewed a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing Defendant American Optical Corporation *s Answef- and .fury Demanct by : 
Jarnes C. Arnold, Esq. 
PETERSEN, PAWNSON 
& ARNOLD, PLLC 
390 N. Capital Avenue 
P.O. Box 1645 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403- 1635 
(208) 522-5200 
Co-counsel for Plaintt#(s) 
G. Patterson Keahey, Esq. 
G. Patterson Keahey, P.C. 
2, 
d r  
One Independence Plaza, Suite 6 12 
h*c Birmingham, AL 35209 
\ 
":, (205) 871 -0707 
Co-coacnseljor Plazntlff) 
Thomas J. Lyons, Esq. 
MERRlLL & MERRTLL 
109 North Arthur - 5th Floor 
P.O. Box 991 
Pocatello, ID 83204-099 1 
(208) 232-2286 
Co-counsel.for Owens Illinots, Irtc 
Jackson Schmidt, Esq. 
PEPPLE, JOHNSON, CANTU 
& SCHMIDT, PLLC 
12 1 8 Third Avenue, Ste. 1900 
Seattle, WA 981 01-3051 
(206) 625- 17 1 1 
Co-counsel for Owens Illinois, Inc. 
Lee Radford, Esq. 
MOFFATT, THOMAS, BARRETT, 
ROCK & FIELDS, CHTD. 
420 Mernorial Drive 
P.O. Box 5 1505 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405-1505 
(208) 522-6700 
Attorneys for Fh4C Corporation (Nanaer) 
and Sterling Fluid Systems (Peerless Pumps) 
[ U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 
[ Ha11d-Delivered 
[ ] U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 
[ J Hand-Delivered 
[ ] Ov rnight Mail 
[ &simile @ (205) 871-0801 
[ ] U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 
[ ] Hand-Delivered 
C might Mail 
I simile @ (208) 232-2499 
[ ] U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 
[ ] Hand-Delivered 
[ 1 Ov rnight Mail 
[ &sirnile @ (206) 625- 1627 
[ 1 U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 
[ ] Hand-Delivered 
[ ] 0 ernight Mail 
[s d acsi~nile @ (208) 522-5 1 1 1 
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Alan G. Goodman, 
GOODMAN LAW 
7 17 7" Street 
P.O. Box D 
Esq. 
OFFICE CHTD. 
[ 1 U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 
[ ] Hand-Delivered 
[ ] Overnight Mail 
I simile @ (208) 436-4837 
Rupert, ID 83350 
(208) 436-4774 
Attorne,vsfor Rupert Iron Works, Inc 
[ ] U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 
[ ] Hand-Delivered 
[ ] Overnight Mail 
[ d c s i m i l e  @ (208) 785-7080 
Murray J.  Sorensen, Esq. 
BLASER. SOENSEN & OLESON, GI-ITD. 
285 NW Main 
P.O. Box 1047 
Blackfoot, ID 8322 1 
(208) 785-4700 
* Attorneys for Steel West, Inc 
L 
4, Gary L. Cooper, Esq. [ ] U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 
COOPER & LARSEN [ ] Hand-Delivered 
151 N. 3"1Ave., Ste. 210 [ ] Overnight Mail 
P.O. Box 4229 [ simile @ (208) 235-1 182 
Pocatello, ID 83205-4229 
(208) 235- 1 145 
Go-counsel for Paramount Supply Co and Zurn Industries, Inc 
C. Timothy Hopkins, Esq. [ ] U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 
Steven K. Brown, Esq. [ ] Hand-Delivered 
HOPKINS, RODEN, CROCKETT [ ] Overnight Mail 
HANSEN & HOOPES, PLLC [Haes imi l e  @ (208) 523-4474 
428 Park Ave. 
P.O. Box 51219 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405-1219 
(208) 523-4445 
Square D Co., Alaskan Copper Works/Alco Investment Co 
I-Ioward D. Burnett, Esq. 
HAWLEY, TROXFiLL, ENNIS 
& HAWLEY, LLP 
333 S. Main St. 
P.O. Box 100 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
(208) 233-0845 
Attorneys for Eaton Electric, Inc. jWa Cutler Hammer, Inc 
[ ] U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 
[ ] Hand-Delivered 
[ ] Overnight Mail 
[ d a c s i m i l e  @ (208) 233-1304 
7 - Defendant American Optical Corporation's Answer and Jury Demand 
~$68 
Eric R. Bjorkman, Jr., Esq. 
Randall L. Schmitz, Esq. 
P E W N S  COlE 
25 1 East Front Street, Ste. 400 
P.O. Box 737 
Boise, Idaho 83701-0737 
(208) 343-3434 
[ ] U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 
[ ] Hand-Delivered 
ile @, (208) 343-3232 
Donald F. Carey 
C \FILES\OPEN - CASE FlLESV.3-419 - Adamson v. Atnerican Optical CorpWnswer wpd 
8 - Defendant American Optical Corporation's Answer and Jury Demand 
/ss $ 
HOPKINS RODEN CROCKETT 
HANSEN & HOOPES, PLLG 
G. Timothy Hopkins, ISBN 1064 
Steven K. Brown, ISBN 3396 
428 Park Avenue 
P. 0. Box 51219 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83405 - 12 19 
Telephone: 208-523-4445 
Facsimile: 208-523-4474 
/$ 
C L 
f Attorneys for Defendant Alaskan Copper Works/Alco Investment Company 
;-$ Br 
IN TI-IE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JOHN D. ADAMSON, individually and 
as in his capacity as Personal 
Represerrtative of The Estate of JOHN H. 
ADAMSON, 
DEFENDANT ALASKAN COPPER 
WORI<S/ALCO INVESTMENT 
COMPANY'S ANSWER 
Case No. CV-06-3 166-OC 
FMC CORPORATION, et. al., 
Fee Category: I. 1 
Fee: $58.00 
COMES NOW, Alco Investment Company, identified in the Conlplaint as 
Alaskan Copper Works, an "alternate entity," (Alco Investment Company and Alaskan Copper 
Works are collectively referred to herein as "Alco"), and in answer to the Complaiilt on file 
herein admits, denies and alleges as follows: 
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IJEFENDANT" RESPONSE, TO PLAINTIFF'S ALLEGATIONS 
1, Defendant specifically denies that it is or ever bas been a product 
manufacturer or seller of asbestos containing materials which were sold, distributed and used in 
Idaho or anywhere else, and denies jurisdiction over it is proper. Defendant further denies the 
rernair~ing allegations of paragrapli 1. 
2. Defendant is withoiit info~mation sufficient to forni a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragrapli 2. 
3. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of palagraph 3. 
4. Defendant is without information sufficient to fomi a belief as to thc truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 4. 
5.  Defendant is without information sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 5.  
6. Defendant is without infomatior1 sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 6. 
7. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 7. 
8. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 8. 
9. Defendant is without illformation sufficient to form a belief as to the tmth 
of the allegations of paragraph 9. 
10. Defendant is without information sufficient to f o ~ m  a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 10. 
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11. Defendant is without infom~ation sufficient to .tits111 a belicf as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph I 1. 
12. Defendant is without inbrmarion sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 12. 
13, Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief :is to the rrut11 
of the allegations of paragraplm 13. 
14. Defendant is without information srtfficient to form a belief as to the truth 
a\$ of the allegations of paragraph 14. 
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15. Defendant is without information sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 15. 
16. Defendant is witho~tt infomation sufficient to fornm a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 16. 
17. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to tlie truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 17. 
18. Defendant is without information sufficient to foml a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 18. 
19. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 19. 
20. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the tl-utli 
of the allegatioils of paragraph 20. 
21. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 21. 
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22, Defendant is without information sufficient to forrn a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 22. 
23. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the huth 
of the allegations of paragraph 23. 
24. Defendant is without inforlaation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 24. 
25. Defendant is without information sufficient to foim a belief as to the truth 
of the allegatioiis of paragraph 25. 
J"r - d' 
%& " 26. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 26. 
27. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the tr~tth 
of the allegations of paragraph 27. 
28. Defendant is without ii~formation sufficient to foim a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 2'7. 
29. Defendant states that this paragraph is a conclusion of law to kvhich no 
response is required. To the extent that a response is required, Defendant denies the allegations 
of paragraph 1. 
30. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 30. 
31. Defendant is without information sufficient to forrn a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 3 1, but specifically denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any 
manner or any amount as a proximate result of any act or failure to act of Defendant. 
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32. Defendant is without infoimatiotl sufficicient to form a belief as to the trtitll 
of the allegations of paragraph 32, but specifically denies that the concept of joint and several 
liability is applicable to this case. 
33. Defendant is without informatior1 sufficient to Torn1 a beIief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 33, bitt specif7cally denies that the concept of joint and several 
liability is applicable to this case. 
34. Dekndant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the tmth 
4i.p 
Sa of the allegations of paragraph 34. 
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35. Defendant is witliout information sufficient to foml a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 69. 
35. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 70. 
FOR A FIRST CAUSE OF' ACTION 
(Negligence) 
36. Defendant realleges its answers to paragraphs 1 through 35 above as 
though the same were here set forth in full. 
37. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 37, but specifically denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any 
manner or in any amount as a proximate result of any act or failure to act of Defendant. 
38. Defendant denies the allegations of paragraph 38. 
39. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 39, but specifically denies it acted negligently, and denies that 
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I3laintiffs were damaged in any manner or in any alno~ilzt as a proxiniate result of any act or 
failtire to act of Defendant. 
40. Defendant is without inforniation sufficient to Irbrn~ a belief as to the tr~tth 
of the allegations of paragraph 40, but specifically denies it acted negligently, and dc~iies that 
Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or in any amount as a proximate result of any act or 
failure to act of Defendant. 
41. Defendant is without information sufficient to fomi a belief as to the truth 
2 
of the allegations of paragraph 41. 
L 
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42. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the trulli 
of the allegations of paragrap11 42, but specifically denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any 
manner or any amount as a proximate result of any act, failure to act or product of Defendant. 
43. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of tlie allegations of paragraph 43, but specifically denies the same with respect to any product of 
Defendant. 
44. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 44, but specifically denies it acted negligently, wilffully, 
wantonly or recklessly, and denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or in any amount 
as a proximate result of any act or failure to act of Defendant. 
45. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraph 45. 
COUNT TWO 
46. Defendant realleges its answers to paragraphs I through 45 above as 
though the same were here set forth in full. 
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47. Defe~idani IS withotlt information sufficient to forin a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 47, but specifically denies its products were defective, noii- 
merchantable or not reasonably s~litcd to the use intended, and denies that Plaintiffs were 
damaged in any manner or in any alnount as a proximate result of any act, failure to act or 
product of Defendant. 
45. Defendant is without infox-mation sufficient to fc~mi a belief as to tlie trutli 
of the allegations of paragraph 45, but specifically denies the same as to any product of 
* "  Defendant. 
49. Defendailt is without infonilation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 49, but specifically denies the same as to any product of 
Defendant. 
50. Defendant is without iiifoimation sufficient to form a belief as to tlie trutli 
of the allegations of paragraph 50, but specifically denies the same as to any PI-oduct of 
Defendant. 
5 1. Defendant is without information sufficient to fonn a belie[ as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 5 1, but specifically denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any 
manner or any amount as a proximate result of any act or failure to act of Defendant. 
52. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 52, but specifically denies the same as to any product of 
Defendant. 
53. Defendant is without infomiation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 53, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant. 
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54. Defendant is without in-firrmatiou sufficient to -Form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 54, but specifically denies the same as to any product of 
Defendarrt, and denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any manlier or any aniount as a proximate 
result of any act, failure to act or product of Defendant. 
COUNT TIXIWE 
55. Defendant realleges its answers to paragraphs 1 through 54 above as 
though the same were here set forth in full. 
,a * 56. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
b. 
of the allegatioiis of paragraph 56, but specifically denies the same as to any product of 
Defendant, and denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or any amount as a proximate 
result of any act, failure to act, representation or product of Defendant. 
57. Defendant is witliout ixlformation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 57, but specifically denies the same as to any product of 
Defeiertdaiit. 
58. Defendant is without information sufficient to fonn a belief as to the truth 
of the allegatioiis of paragraph 58, but specifically denies the same as to any product of 
Defendant, and denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or any amount as a proximate 
result of any act, failure to act, representation or product of Defendant. 
COUNT FOUR 
59. Defendant realleges its answers to paragraphs 1 through 58 above as 
though the same were here set forth in full. 
60. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 60, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant, and denies 
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that Plaintiffs were datizaged in any manner or any anlount as a proximate result of ally act, 
failure to act or product of Defendant. 
61. Defendant is \vithout informallon sufficient to forni a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 62, but specifically denies the same as to Defcndant, denies tililt 
Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or any anlount as a proximate result of any act, f'ailure to 
act, representatioii or product of Dekndant, denies that the concept of joint and several liabillty 
is applicable to this case, and denies that Plaintiffs can recover on tlic basis of any alleged civ~l  
conspiracy. 
$I 62. Defendant is without inforniation sufficient to f o m  a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 62, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant and ally 
product of Defendant, denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any maliner or ally arnouiit as a 
proximate result of any act, failure to act, or product of Defendant, and denies that Plaintiffs can 
recover on the basis of any alleged civil conspiracy. 
63. Defendant is u~ithout information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 63, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant or 
Defendant's products, denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or any amount as a 
proxiniate result of any act, failure to act, representation or product of Defendant, denies that tile 
concept of joint and several liability is applicable to this case, and denies that Plaintiffs can 
recover on the basis of any alleged civil conspiracy. 
64. Defendant is without information sufficient to for111 a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 64, bur. bpecifically dellies the same as to Defenddnt ur 
Defendant's products, and denies that Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or ally amount as a 
proximate result of any act, failure to act, represelltation or product of Defendant. 
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66. Defendant is without infomatioil sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 66, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant, denies that 
Plaintiffs were damaged in any inanner or any amount as a proximate result of any act, failure to 
act, or product of Defendant, and denies that Plaintiffs can recover on tlie basis of any alleged 
civil conspiracy. 
67. Defendant is without information su-Fficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 67. 
s‘ 
68. Defendant is without informatioli sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
qJ ;1 
of the allegations of paragraph 68, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant, denies tbht 
Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or any amount as a proximate result of any act, failure to 
act, or representation of Defendant, and denies that Plaintiffs call recover on the basis of any 
alleged civil conspiracy. 
69. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegatioils of paragraph 69, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant, and denies 
that Plaintiffs can recover on the basis of any alleged civil conspiracy. 
COUNT FIVE 
70. Defendant realleges its answers to paragraphs 1 through 69 above as 
though the same were liere set forth in full. 
71. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 71. 
73. Defendant is without information sufficient to fomi a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 73 (sic). 
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74. Defendant is witl~out inforination sufficient to f o ~ m  a belief as to the tnith 
of the allegations of paragraph 74 
75. Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 75. 
76. Defendant is ulithout infom~atiori sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 76. 
COUNT SIX 
77. Defendant realleges its answers to paragraphs 1 through 76 above as 
qvt, 
B 
a though the same were here set forth in full. 
78. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraph 78. 
79. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraph 79. 
80. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraph 80. 
COUNT SEVEN 
8 1. Defendant realleges its answers to paragraphs 1 tl~rough 80 above as 
though the same were here set forth in full. 
82. Defendant is witliout information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations of paragraph 82. 
83. Defendant is without ii.~formatioii sufficient to form a belief as to the trutli 
of the allegations of paragraph 83, but specifically denies the same as to Defendant, and denies 
that Plaintiffs were damaged in any manner or any amount as a proximate result of any act, 
failure to act, or product of Defendant. 
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DAhgAGES 
Defendant is without information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of 
Plaintiffs' allegations concerning damages, but specifically denies that Plaiiltiffs were damaged 
in any manner or any amount as a proximate result of any act or failure to act of Defendant. 
Defendant further denies each and every allegation of Plaintiffs' Complaint not 
othei-wise addressed herein. 
FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' Complaint herein fails to state a claim upon which relief can be 
granted. 
SECOND DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims herein are barred in whole or in part by the doctrilie of laches, 
waiver and estoppel. 
TI-IIRD DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims are barred because they were aware of the alleged Iiazards and 
tl~erefore expressly or impliedly assumed the risk of damage. 
FOURTH DEFENSE 
The culpable conduct of Plaintiffs herein was at least equal to or greater than the 
negligence of Defendant, if any, and was the sole, direct and proximate cause of any damage or 
injuries suffered by Plaintiffs. 
FIFTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims herein are barred because the same, if any, were caused or 
proximately caused by third parties or persons other than Defendant. 
DEFENDANT ALASKAN COPPER WORKSIALCO INVESTMENT COMPANY'S 
ANSWER - 12 /888 
SIXTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims for damages herein are barred due to superseding andlor 
intervening causes unrelated to any conduct of or product placed in the strearn o f  comixerce by 
Defendant. 
SEVENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' recoveries, if any, are barred andor subject to rccluction because of the 
comparative negligence, fault, responsibility or causation attributable to Plaintiffs and/or third 
parties otlier than Defendaiit. 
EIGHTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims for damages herein are barred in that they were not proximately 
caused by any act or failure to act of Defendant. 
NINTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims for damages herein were the result of pre-exist~ng conditioils of 
Plaintiffs not related to any conduct of or product placed ill the strearn of com~lier~e  by 
Defendant. 
TENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims are barred in whole or in part because an action for civil 
conspiracy is not recognized in Idaho. 
ELEVENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims for damages, if any, were caused by Plaintiffs' andlor third 
parties' misuse or unintended use of the product. 
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TFVELFT13 DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs failed to nlitigate their damages, if any, and to avoid the consequences 
thereof, and therefore their claims are basred or subject to reduction and/or apportionment. 
THIRTEENTH DEFENSE 
Deferidant is entitled to set off against Plaintiffs' alleged damages, if any, sucli 
amouiits as Plaintiffs have been coinpensated by any other person, corporation, insurance 
company, fund or other collateral source, all as more specifically set forth in lilciho Code $ 6- 
FOURTEENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims are barred, in whole or in part, by applicable statutes of 
limitation, including Idaho Code $ 5  5-2 19, 6-1404(3) and/or 28-2-725. 
FIFTEENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' damages, if any, are barred or limited by pertinent provisions of Idaho 
law, including but not limited to Idaha Code $6- 160 1 and 46- 1604. 
SIXTEENTH DEFENSE 
To the extent Plaintiffs' claims are based 011 breach of warranty, they are barred 
because Plaintiffs lack privity of contract with Defendant. 
SEVENTEENTH DEFENSE 
To the extent Plaintiffs' clain~s are based on breach of wawanty, Plaiiitiffs do not 
qualify as a third party beneficiaries of warranties express or implied pursuant to Idaho Code fj 
28-2-3 18, and their claims are therefore bassed. 
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EICHTEENTI-3: DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' warranty claims, if any, are barred by the failure to give rcasonably 
timely and proper notice of any alleged breach of warranty to Defendant. 
NINETEETH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' warranty claims, if any, are barred in whole or ill part by effective 
disclaimers. 
TWENTIETH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' Complaint fails to sufficiently allege the tiines and places at which tile 
events outlined in the Complaint allegedly occurred and it is therefore subject to dismissal 
i, 
b 
\:* pursuant to the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 9(Q. 
TWENTY-FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' Complaint fails to sufficiently allege the special damages, 1-C any, whrcli 
Plaintiffs claim and ally claim for sucli damages is therefore barred and/or the Coinplaint subject 
to dismissal pursuant to the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 9(g). 
TWENTY-SECOND DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' Complaint fails to allege the specific acts which constitute Defendant's 
fraud and misrepresentation with sufficient particularity, and such claims are therefore barred 
and/or subject to dismissal pursuant to the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 9(b). 
TWENTY-THIRD DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' damages, if any, were not foreseeable in whole or in part, and therefore 
cannot be recovered. 
DEFENDANT ALASKAN COPPER WORKSIALCO INVESTMENT COMPANY'S 
ANSWER - 15 /$88 
TWENTY-FOURTH DEFENSE 
Defendant's liability, if any, is linlited to the aniount representing its pro-rats 
share of comparative responsibility among the personslentities involved. 
TWENTY-FIFTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs and/or other tliird parties altered anrtior niodified the involved products. 
TWENTY-SIXTH DEFENSE 
Actions for personal injury do not survive the death of the injured party, and any 
such actions expired upon the death of the allegedly injured plaintiff. 
TWENTY-SEVENTH DEFENSE 
The court lacks personal jurisdictio~l over the Defendant. 
TWENTY-EIGHTH DEFENSE 
Process and service of process was insufficient. 
ADDITIONAL DEFENSES 
Defexldaiit respectfully reserves the sight to allege additional defenses and/or 
withdraw alleged defenses based on additional discovery and investigation. 
ATTORNEY'S FEES 
Defendant alleges that it has been necessary to retain attorneys for its defense uf 
the claims herein and that it is entitled to an award of its reasonable attorney's fees in accordance 
with the provisio~ls of Idaho Code 5 12-121 and other applicable provisions of Idaho law. 
WHEREFORE, Defendant prays the judgment, order and decree of this Court be 
as follows: 
1. That Plaintiffs' Complaint herein against Defendant be dismissed with 
prejudice and that Plaintiffs take nothing thereby; 
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2. Tlzat Defelldant be awarded its reasonable attorney's fees incurred herein; 
3 ,  That Deferzdant be awarded its costs of suit incurred herein; and, 
4. That Defendant be awarded such other and further relief as the Court may 
deem just and equitable. 
DATED THIS day of December, 2006. 
Attorneys fof Defendant 
Alaskan Copper WorksIAlco Investment Co. 
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CERTIFICATE 01.' SERVICE BY MAIL, HAND DELIVERY 
OR FACSIMILE TRANShilISSlON 
I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing doccrme~it was on this 
date served upoil the person(s) named below, at the address(es) set out below their name, either 
by mailing, overnight delivering, hand delivering or by telecopyilig to them a true and correcr 
copy of said document in a properly addressed envelope in the United States mail, postage 
prepaid; by overnight delivery, postage prepaid; by hand delivery to then?; or by facsimile 
transmission. / 
DATED this % day o f  
James C. Arnold, Esq. 
PETERSEN, PARKINSON 
& ARNOLD, PLLC 
390 N. Capital Avenue 
P. 0. Box 1645 
Idalzo Falls, ID 83403- 1645 
G. Patterson Keahey, Esq. 
G ,  PATTERSON KEAHEY, P.C. 
One Independence Plaza, Suite 6 12 
Birmingliam, Alabama 35209 
(Attorneys for Plaintiff John D. Adamson, 
individually and in his capacity as Personal 
Representative of the Estate of John H. 
Adamson) 
Alan C. Goodman 
GOODMAN LAW OFFICE 
P.O. Box D 
Rupert, ID 83350 
(Attorneys for Defendant Rupert Iron 
Works, Inc.) 
U.S. Mail 
Overnight Delivery 
Hand Delivery 
Facsimile 
U.S. Mail 
Overnight Delivery 
Hand Delivery 
Facsimile 
U.S. Mail 
Overnight Delivery 
Hand Delivery 
Facsimile 
U.S. Mail 
Overnight Delive~y 
Hand Delivery 
Facsimile 
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I-loward B. Burnett, Esq. 
HAWLEY, TROXELL, ENNIS 
8t IiAWLEY, LLP 
333 S. Main Street 
P.O. Box 100 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
iq U.S. Mail 
o Overnight Delivery 
CI Wand Delivery 
CI Facsimile 
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Kelly A. Cameron, Bar No. 7226 
KGmeron@perkinscoie.co~n 
Randall L. S c h i t z ,  Bar No. 5600 
RSchitz@perkinscoie.com 
PERKNS COIE LLP 
25 1 East Front Street, Suite 400 
Boise, ID 83702-73 10 
Telephone: 208.443.3434 
Facsimile: 208.343.3232 
Attorneygfor Defend~~nt Crane Co. 
TN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BAhWOCK 
Plaintiff, 
4 JOHN D. ADAMSON, individually and as 
in his capacity as Personal Representative 
of The Estate of JOHN W. ADAMSON, 
FMC Corporation individually and on 
behalf of its former Coffin Turbo 
Operation and former Peerless Pump, 
Chicago Pump and Link-Belt Business; 
NIKKO Materials USA, Inc., d/b/a Could 
Electric Inc., individually and as successor 
in interest to Goulds, Inc., Imperial 
Eastman Corporation, Eastman 
Corporation, ITE Circuit Breaker 
Company, and Century Electric; Schneider 
Electric, individually and on behalf of 
Square D Company; Alaskan Copper 
Works; Allis Chalmers Corporation; 
Amerivent Sales, Inc.; Ericsson, Inc., as 
Successor in interest to the Anaconda Wire 
& Cable Company; Cardner Denver, Inc.; 
Henry Vogt Machine Co.; Obit Industries, 
Inc.; Paramount Supply Co.; Paul Roberts 
Machine Supply; Pocatello Supply, Inc.; 
Rupert Iron Works; Parker Hannifin 
Corporation Successor in Interest to 
Sacoma-Sierra, Inc.; Steel West, Inc.; 
Bechtel, Inc.; Crane Co.; Owens Illinois, 
Case No. CV-06-3 166-OC 
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CRANE CO.'S ANSWER TO COMPLAINT - 1 
63153-0004/LEGAL12913460.1 / g 8 ~  
Itic. ; America1 Optical Corporation; Eaton 
Electrical Corporation f/Wa/ Cutler 
Hammer; Flowserve Corporation, 
individually and as Successor to The 
Duriron Company, Inc.; FKA Durco 
International; Fairbanks Morse Pump 
Coporation; Honeywell, Inc. (Specifically 
excluding liability for NARGO) 
Individually and as Successor to Allied 
Signal, Bendix, Wheelabrator, Rust 
Engineering, and Allied Chemical; 
Reliance Electric Motors, Individually and 
as Successor to Master Electric; P & H 
Cranes; Johnson Pumps; Sterling Fluid 
System (Peerless Pumps), 
!! Defendants. 
"s. 
>\ 
\ 
COMES NOW Defendant Crane Co., by and through its attorneys of record, Perkins 
Coie, LLP, and answers Plaintiffs Complaint as follows: 
FIRST DEFENSE 
1. Plaintiffs Complaint fails to state a claim against Crane Co. upon which relief 
can be granted. 
SECOND DEFENSE 
2. Crane Co. denies each and every allegation of the Complaint not specifically 
admitted herein. 
3. With respect to the allegations contained in the first, but unnumbered 
Paragraph of Plaintiffs Complaint, Crane Co. admits only that it is a Delaware 
corporation authorized to do business in Idaho. Crane Co. is without knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations 
contained therein and, therefore, denies the same. 
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4. Paragraphs 1-14 and 16-28 of PlaintifFs Complaint do not state any 
allegations against Crme Co. and, therefore, no response is required. To the extent a 
response is deemed necessasy and approprislle, Crane Co. is without knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therek 
and, therefore, denies the same. 
5. With respect to the allegations coMained in Paragraph 15 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint, Crane Co. admits only that it is authorized to do business in the state of 
Idaho. Crane Co. denies the remaining allegations contained therein. 
6. Paragraph 29 of Plaintiffs Complaint contains conclusions of law to which no 
response is required. To the extent a response is deemed necessary and appropriate, 
Crane Co. is without knowledge or infomation sufficient: to form a belief as to the truth 
ofthe allegations contained therein and, therefore, denies the same. 
7. With respect to the allegations contained in Paragraph 30 of Plaintiff's 
Complaint, Crane Go. admits only that, at various times in its history, it has manufactured 
industrial equipment that was sold in some instances, with products mmufactwed by 
others that contained asbestos, and it has sold products manufactured by others that 
contained asbestos. Crane Co. denies that it ever mined, processed, or manufactured 
asbestos-containing products. Crane Co. denies that Plaintiff and/or Decedent has been 
exposed to asbestos emitted from any product mined, produced, manufactured, sold, or 
distributed by Crane Co., and Crane Co. denies that Plaintiffs andlor Decendent's injuries 
were caused by any act of Crane Co. Crane Co is without knowledge or information 
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sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations contained therein 
and, therefore, denies the same. 
8. Paragraphs 3 1-35 of Plaintiff's Complaint contain conclusions of law to which 
no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed necessary and appropriate, 
Crane Co. is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 
of the allegations contained therein and, therefore, denies the same. However, Crane Co. 
specifically denies that Plaintiff and/or Decedent was exposed to asbestos emitted from 
any product mined, produced, manufactured, sold, or distributed by Crane Co., and Crane 
Co. further denies that Plaintiff's and/or Decedent's alleged injuries were caused by any 
\ 
,q l  act of Crane Co. 
1, 
FOR A FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Negligence) 
9. With respect to the allegations contained in Paragraph 36 of Plaintiffs 
Complain.t, Crane Co. incorporates the preceding paragraphs by reference as if set fort11 
fully herein. 
10. With respect to the allegations contained in Paragraph 37 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint, Crane Co. is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as 
to the truth of the allegations contained therein and, therefore, denies the same. However, 
Crane Co. specifically denies that Plaintiff and/or Decedent was exposed to asbestos 
emitted from any product mined, produced, manufactured, sold, or distributed by Crane 
Co., and Crane Co. further denies that Plaintiff's and/or Decedent's alleged injuries were 
caused by any act of Crane Co. 
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1 1. Crane Co. denies the allegations contained in Paragraphs 38,40-44 o f  
Plaintiffs Complaint. Crane Co. specifically denies that any of its products were 
inherently or unreasonably dangerous. Crane Go. is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein as they relate 
to other Defendants. 
12. With respect to the allegations contained in Paragraph 39 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint, Crane Co. admits only that at some point in its histoly, it sold products that 
i 
r* 
ox 5 contained asbestos. Crane Co. denies the remaining allegations contained therein and 
\ specifically denies that it was negligent in any manner or that it caused any injury to 
Plaintiff andlor Decedent. Crane Co. is without knowledge or information sufficient to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein as they relate to other 
Defendants. 
13. Paragraph 45 of Plaintiffs Complaint contains conclusions of law to which nu 
response is required. To the extent a response is deemed necessary and appropriate, 
Crane Co. is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truxlz 
of the allegations contained therein and, therefore, denies the same. 
COUNT TWO 
14. With respect to the allegations contained in Paragraph 46 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint, Crane Co. incorporates the preceding paragraphs by reference as if set forth 
fully herein. 
15. With respect to the allegations contained in Paragraph 47 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint, Crane Co. admits only that, at various times in its history, it has manufactured 
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industrial equipment that was sold in some instances, with products manufactured by 
others that contained asbestos, and it has sold products manufactured by others that 
contained asbestos. Crane Go. denies the remaining allegations contained therein and 
specifically denies that any of its products or equipment were defective, non- 
merchantable, or not reasonably suited for their intended use. Crane Go. is without 
knotvledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
contained therein as they relate to other Defendants. 
4; 
r .  (J 25. Crane Co. denies the allegations contained in Paragraphs 48-52 of Plaintiffs 
lk * Complaint. Crane Co. specificalIy denies that any of its products or equipment were 
defective, non-merchantable, or not reasonably suited tbr their intended use. Crane Co. is 
without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the 
allegations contained therein as they relate to other Defendants. 
26. Paragraphs 53-54 of Plaintiffs Complaint do not state any allegations against 
Grane Go. and, therefore, no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed 
necessary and appropriate, Crane Co. is without knowledge or information sufficient to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein and, therefore, denies the 
same. 
COUNT THREE 
27. With respect to the allegations contained in Paragraph 55 of Plaintiff's 
Complaint, Crane Co. incorporates the preceding paragraphs by reference as if set forth 
fully herein. 
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28. Crane Co. denies the allegations contained in Paragraphs 56-58 of Plaintiffs 
Gomplaint. Crane Co. specifically denies that any of its products or equipvnent were 
defective, non-merchantable, or not reasonably suited h r  their intended use. Crane Co. is 
without knowledge or infomation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the 
allegations contained therein as they relate to other Defendants. 
COUNT FOUR 
29. With respect to the allegations contained in Paragraph 59 of Plaintiffs 
Gomplaint, Crane Co. incorporates the preceding paragraphs by reference as if set forth 
fully herein. 
30. Crane Co. denies the allegations contained in Paragraphs 60-66 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. Crane Co. is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as 
to the truth of the allegations contained therein as they relate to other Defendants. 
3 1. Paragraphs 67-69 of Plaintiffs Complaint do not state any allegations against 
Crane Co. and, therefore, no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed 
necessary and appropriate, Crane Co. is without knowledge or information sufficient to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein and, therefore, denies the 
same. 
COUNT FIVE 
32. With respect to the allegations contained in Paragraph 70 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint, Crane Co. incorporates the preceding paragraphs by reference as if set forth 
fully herein. 
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33. Paragraphs 7 1-76 of l3laintiff's Complaint do not state any allegations against 
Crane Co. and, therefore, no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed 
necessary and appropriate, Crane Go. is without knowledge or information sufficient to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein and, therefore, denies the 
same. 
COUNT SIX 
34. With respect to the allegations contained in Paragraph 77 of Plaintiff's 
Complaint, Crane Co. i~icorporates the preceding paragraphs by reference as if set forth 
fully herein. 
35. Crane Co. denies the allegations contained in Paragraphs 78-80 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint. Crane Co. specifically denies that any of its products were inherently or 
unreasonably dangerous. Crane Co. is without knowledge or information sufficient to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein as they relate to other 
Defendants. 
COUNT SEVEN 
36. With respect to the allegations contained in Paragraph 81 of Plaintiff's 
Complaint, Crane Co. incorporates the preceding paragraphs by reference as if set fold1 
fully herein. 
37. Paragraphs 82-83 of Plaintiff's Complaint do not state any allegations against 
Crane Co. and, therefore, no response is required. To the extent a response is deemed 
necessary and appropriate, Crane Co. is without knowledge or information sufficient to 
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f o m ~  a belief as to the truth of tlie allegations contained therein and, therefore, denies the 
same. 
THIRD DEFENSE 
38. Plaintiff andor Decedent were guilty of negligent and careless misconduct at 
the time of and in connection with the matters and damages alleged, which misconduct 
proximately caused and contributed to said events and resultant damages, if any. 
FOURTH DEFENSE 
39. Plaintiffs alleged causes of action are barred, or alternatively, the damages to 
%/ 
r which Plaintiff may be entitled must be reduced, under the doctrine of coinparative 
4 iii 
a " 
negligence. 
FIFTH DEFENSE 
40. Plaintiffs andlor Decedent's alleged causes of action are barred by Plaintiffs 
andlor Decedent's voluntary assumption of known risks of harm. 
SIXTH DEFENSE 
41. Crane Co. did not process, manufacture, sell, distribute, or supply any 
asbestos-containing product to which Plaintiff and/or Decedent may have been exposed. 
SEVENTH DEFENSE 
42. The asbestos-containing products for which Plaintiff and/or Decedent claims 
caused their injury were manufactured by entities other than Crane Co. Therefore, Crane 
Co. had no duty to warn with respect to those products, and Crane Co. is not liable for 
Plaintiff's and/or Decedent's injuries, if any. 
EIGHTH DEFENSE 
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43. Plaintiffs alleged causes of action are barred by the applicable statute of 
limitations and/or statute of repose, including but not limited to, those contained in Idaho 
Code $8 5-218(4), 5-219, 5-216, 5-217, 5-224, and 6-1403. 
NINTH DEFENSE 
44. Plaintiffs alleged causes of action are barred by the doctrines of laches, 
waiver and/or estoppel. 
TENTH DEFENSE 
45. Crane Go. denies the applicability of the doctrine of strict liability to this 
litigation generally, and to Crane Go. specifically. As a matter of social policy, this is an 
inappropriate case for a product liability claim because the societal benefit of Crane Co.'s 
products outweighed and outweighs any risk to the user or any bystander. 
ELEVENTH DEFENSE 
46. Crane Co. did not at any time engage in any acts, omissions or other conduct 
that would render Crane Co. strictly liable to Plaintiff for any alleged injuries or damages. 
TWELFTH DEFENSE 
47. The products of Crane Co. were not defective in design or manufactuse of 
such products, which characteristic is a generic aspect of such products that cannot be 
eliminated without substantially compromising the usefulness or desirability of such 
products, as recognized by the ordinary person with ordinary knowledge in the 
community. 
THIRTEENTH DEFENSE 
48. Crane Co. denies that any of its actions or activities or other alleged improper 
acts were the proximate cause of any of Plaintiffs and/or Decedent's injuries. 
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FOURTEENTH DEFERSE 
49. The exposure of Plaintiff andlor Decedent to any product manufactured and/or 
supplied by Crane Co. was so minilnal as to be insufficient to render said product as the 
proxiinate cause of, or a substantial factor in causing, any of Plaintiffs and/or Decedei~t's 
alleged injwies. 
FIFTEENTH DEFENSE 
50. If Plaintiff andor Decedent suffered any injuries or damages, such injuries or 
damages were caused solely by, and were a direct and proximate result of, the negligent 
acts andlor omissions of his employers andlor unions in failing to maintain a healthy and 
safe work site and environment. Said negligence constitutes a superseding and 
q\ 
81 
. v intervening cause of Plaintiffs andlor Decedent's alleged injuries and damages. 
LA$- 
\\ SIXTEENTH DEFENSE 
5 1. The occurrences for which Plaintiff seeks relief were caused by third parties 
over whom Crane Go. had no control nor right of control and for whose actions Crane 
Co. is not liable. 
SEVENTEENTH DEFENSE 
52. Crane Co. did not at any time act negligently toward Plaintiff andlor Decedent 
and did not breach any duty of care owed to them, if any. 
EIGHTEENTH DEFENSE 
53. At all times material hereto, based upon the state of the scientific and medical 
knowledge then existing, Crane Co. neither knew nor should have known that any of its 
products presented a foreseeable risk of harm to Plaintiff andlor Decedent. 
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NINETEENTH DEFENSE 
54. Crane Co. made no warranties, express or implied, that extended to Plaintiff 
and/or Decedent. Therefore, Crane Co. did not breach m y  such wananties. 
TWENTIETH DEFENSE 
55. The number of different agents to which Plaintiff and/or Decedent were 
exposed within and without the workplace during their lifetime and the Lack of definitive 
evidence as to the amount of actual exposure to each such agent rnakes it impossible to 
determine, to a requisite degree of legal certainty, the alleged causal connection between 
their injuries and said agents, if indeed there is any such connection. 
TWENTY-FIRST DEFENSE 
1, 
t 
56. The risk of injury to Plaintiff and/or Decedent, to the extent there was one, 
ik - 
"r was not foreseeable to Crane Co. 
'u 
TWENTY-SECOND DEFENSE 
57. At all relevant times, the knowledge of Plaintiff and/or Decedent and/or their 
employer was superior to that of Crane Co. with respect to possible health hazards 
associated with their employment. If there was any duty to warn or provide protection, it 
was the duty of Plaintiff's and/or Decedent's employer, not Crane Co. 
TWENTY-THIRD DEFENSE 
58. Plaintiffs claims are barred because of a failure to join necessary and 
indispensable parties to this litigation. 
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TWENTY-FOURTH DEFENSE 
59. Plaintiff and/or Decedent and/or their etnployer were sophisticated users of, or 
learned intermediaries, with respect to the use of the products to which Plaintiff and/or 
Decedent was allegedly exposed. Therefire, Crane Go. is not liable to Plaintiff and/or 
Decedent. 
TWENTY-FIFTH DEFENSE 
60. Plaintiffs and/or Decedent's employer possessed sole or superior knowledge, 
information and experience concerning the nature, characteristics and manner of use of 
materials used in their operations. By virtue of such superior knowledge, information 
and experience, Plaintiff's and/or Decedent's employers had the duty and obligation to 
iQ 
(3 l J  test, instruct, train, warn and monitor their employees regarding the nature, characteristics 
\\. 
or manner of use of all materials used in their operations. Plaintiffs and/or Decedent's 
employers had a further duty and obligation to provide their employees with a safe 
workplace. The absence of such action by Plaintiffs and/or Decedent's employers did not 
render materials which may have been supplied by Crane Co. to Plaintiffs and/or 
Decedent's employer in any way unsafe or defective. 
TWENTY-SIXTH DEFENSE 
61. The failure of Plaintiffs and/or Decedent's employer to warn and/or safeguard 
Plaintiff and/or Decedent from possible health hazards in the workplace, if in fact there 
was such a failure, was the proximate cause and/or an intervening and/or superseding 
cause of Plaintiff's and/or Decedent's alleged injuries. Alternatively, any recovery to 
which Plaintiff andlor Decedent may be entitled from Crane Co. must be reduced by that 
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amoulit of damages attributable to the acts and/or omissions of Plaintiffs and/or 
Decedent's employer andlor others. 
TWENTY-SEVENTH DEFENSE 
62. Crane Co.'s warning and/or other labels complied in all respects with federal 
regulations. To the extent that Plaintiff asserts that Crane Co. failed to give adequate 
warnings about any of its products, federal regulations, including, inter alia, those 
promulgated under or by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration, preempt 
such claims. 
TWENTY-EIGHTH DEFENSE 
63. To the extent that Plaintiff asserts a claim against Crane Co. sounding in strict 
products liability or in product liability under 402 or Section 402A of the Restaxement 
(Second) Torts, Crane Co. did not at any time engage in any acts, o~nissions or other 
conduct that would render Crane Go. strictly liable to Plaintiff and/or Decedent for any 
alleged injuries or damages. 
TWENTY-NINTH DEFENSE 
64. To the extent that Plaintiff asserts a claim against Crane Co. sounding in strict 
products liability or in product liability under 402 or Section 402A of the Restateinent 
(Second) Torts, following the sale of Crane Co.'s products, such products were abused, 
misused, damaged, changed, altered and/or were not used for the purpose for which the 
products were intended. 
THIRTIETH DEFENSE 
65. The products of Crane Co. of which Plaintiff complains, with respect to which 
Crane Co. admits no liability, are not defective in design or ~nanufacture because at the 
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time such products allegedly left control of Crane Co., a practical and technically feasible 
alternative design or formulation was not available without substantially impairing the 
usefulness or intended purpose of such products. 
THIRTY-FIRST DEFENSE 
66. Plaintiffs claims are barred, limited or otherwise sub~ect to the terms and 
conditions of sale and delivery of the products at issue, as set forth in the documents 
relevant to such sale and delivery. 
THIRTY-SECOND DEFENSE 
67. Plaintiffs claims are barred by lack of privily. 
THIRTY-THIRD DEFENSE 
N 
bi 68. Plaintiffs and/or Decedent's alleged causes of action are barred, or 
i 
alternatively, the darnages to which Plaintiff may be entitled must be reduced to the 
extent that Plaintiff and/or Decedent has failed to mitigate his damages. 
THIRTY-FOURTH DEFENSE 
69. Plaintiffs alleged causes of action are barred, or alternatively, the damages to 
which Plaintiff and/or Decedent may be entitled must be reduced to the extent that 
Plaintiff and/or Decedent has recovered monies from other entities or government or 
quasi-government bodies on account of the injuries alleged in Plaintiffs Complaint. 
Accordingly, the affirmative defenses of res judicata, collateral estoppel, payment and 
release and discharge in bankruptcy are applicable in the event that all or part of 
Plaintiffs claims, which are the basis of this lawsuit, have either been settled or are the 
subject of a full and final adjudication. 
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TI-IIRTY-FIFTH DEFENSE 
70. Plaintiff's claims are barred because Plainliff andlor Decedent andlor his 
employer were reasonably and adequately warned of any alleged risks associated with 
Crane Co.'s products, and had actual, constructive or imputed kno~rlcdge thereof. 
THIRTY-SIXTH DEFENSE 
7 1. If it is shorn at the time of trial that Plaintiff andlor Decedent used any 
product manufactwed, sold, supplied and/or dislfibuted by Crane Co. and said product 
was supplied to, by, or on behalf of the United States Government, Crane Go. raises any 
immunity from suit or liability conferred upon the United States Government and/or 
Crane Go. which may arise under the circumstances. 
THIRTY-SEVENTH DEFENSE 
72. If it is shown at the time of trial that Plaintiff and/or Decedent was at any time 
employed by Crane Co., the Plaintiffs and/or Decedent's sole and exclusive remedy is 
under the Worker's Compensation or Occupational Disease Act. 
THIRTY-EIGHTH DEFENSE 
73. Crane Co. neither knew nor sl~ould have known that any of its products were 
hazardous or constituted an unreasonable or foreseeable risk of physical harm by virtue 
of the prevailing state of medical, scientific or industrial knowledge available to Crane 
Co. at all relevant times hereto. 
THIRTY-NINTH DEFENSE 
74. It is unlawful, inequitable and in violation of Crane Co.'s contractual, statutcry 
and constitutional rights to apply statutes or principles of law other than, or in a manner 
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different from, those existing during the time period which Crane Co. allegedly sold 
andfor supplied the products at issue. 
FORTIETH DEFENSE 
75. To the extent that Plaintiff and/or Decedent was not a foreseeable user of 
Crane Go.'s products, he is owed no duty by Crane Co. and has no standicg to bring suit 
for his alleged injuries. 
FORTY-FIRST DEFENSE. 
76. The damages claimed by Plaintiff which has not accrued are purely 
speculative, uncertain and contingent. 
FORTY-SECOND DEFENSE 
77, Any award ofnon-economic damages in this case is limited by Idaho Code 
56-1603. 
FORTY-THIRD DEFENSE 
78. Any and all "market share," "enterprise," and/or "concert of action" theorics of 
liability are inapplicable to Crane Co. andlor any of Crane Co.'s products in questions. 
FORTY-FOURTH DEFENSE 
79. Plaintiff failed to allege fraud with particularity as required by Rule 9(b) of 
the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
FORTY-FIFTH DEFENSE 
80. All defenses which have or will be asserted by other Defendants and/or any 
Third-Party Defendants in this action are adopted and incorporated by reference as if 
fully set forth at length herein as defenses to Plaintiffs Complaint. In addition, Crane Co. 
will rely upon any and all other future defenses which become available or appear during 
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discovery proceedings in this action and hereby specifically reserves the right to amend 
its answer for the purposes of asseding such affirmative defenses. 
WHEmFOE, Crane Co, prays that Plaintiff takes nothing by way of his Complaint, 
that the same be dismissed and that Crane Co. be awarded its costs and attorney's fees 
incwed in the defense of this lawsuit, and for such other and further relief as the Court 
deems just and proper. 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
Crane Go. hereby demands a trial by jury in accordance wit11 the provisions of Rule 
36(b) of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
DATED: December 15,2006 PERKINS COIE LLP 
By: 
Attorneysfor D e h ~ d a n t  Crane Co. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
The undersigned hereby certifies that he caused a copy of the foregoing Anstver to be 
served upon the following counsel of record via facsimile and U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, on 
James C. Arnold 
Peterson, Parkinson & Aniold, PLLC 
390 North Capital Avenue 
P.O. Box 1645 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1645 
Fax: (208) 522-8547 
Counsel for Plaintiff 
G. Pagerson Keahey 
G. Patterson Keahey, P.C. 
One Independence Plaza, Suite 6 12 
Birmingham, AL 35209 
Fax: (205) 87 1-080 1 
Counsel for Plaint@ 
By: 
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W. Marcus W. Nye (ISB No. 1629) 
Carol Tippi Volyn (1SB No. 6371) 
RACINE, OLSON, NUE, BUDGE 
& BAILEY, CHARTERED 
P. 0. Box 139liCenter Plaza 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204- 139 1 
Telephone: (208) 232-61 01 
Facsimile: (208) 232-6 109 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT 02; THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BAW06SK 
JOHN D. ADAMSON, individually, and ) Case No. CV-06-3 166-OC 
in his capacity as Person Representative ) 
of the Estate of John H. Adamson, 
PI 
1 
1 ANSWER AND JURY DEMAND 
Plaintiff, 1 
1 
VS. 1 
FMC Corporation individually and on ) 
behalf of its former Coffin Turbo Pump ) 
Operation and former Peerless Pump, 1 
Chicago Pump and Link-Belt Business; ) 
NIKKO Materials USA, Inc., d/b/a Gould ) 
Electric Inc., individually and as successor ) 
in interest to Goulds, Inc., Imperial ) 
Corporation, Eastman Corporation, 1 
Imperial Eastman Corporation, ITE Circuit ) 
Breaker Company, and Century Electric; ) 
Schneider Electric, individually and on ) 
behalf of Square D Company; Alaskan ) 
Copper Works; Allis Chalmers Corporation;) 
Amerivent Sales, Inc.; Ericsson, Inc., as ) 
Successor in Interest to the Anaconda Wire ) 
& Cable Company; Gardner Denver, Inc.; ) 
Henry Vogt Machine Co.; Obit Industries, ) 
Inc.; Paramount Supply Co.; Paul Roberts ) 
Machine Supply; Pocatello Supply, Inc.; ) 
Rupert Iron Works; Parker Hannifin 1 
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Corporation successor in interest to Sacoma-) 
Sierra, Inc.; Steel West, Inc.; Bechtel, Inc.; ) 
Crane Co.; Owens Illinois, Inc.; American ) 
Optical Coqoration; Eaton Electrical ) 
Corporation W a  Cutler Hammer; 1 
Flowserve Corporation individually and as ) 
successor to the Dusiron Company, Inc. ) 
FKA Durco International; Fairbanks Morse ) 
Pump Corporation; Honeyell, Inc. 1 
(Specifically excluding liability for 
NARCO) individually and as successor ) 
to Allied Signal, Bendix, Wheelabrator, ) 
Rust Engneering, and Allied Chemical; ) 
Reliance Electric Motors individually and ) 
as successor to Master Electric; P&W 1 
Cranes; Johnson Pumps; Sterling Fluid ) 
System (Peerless Pumps), 1 
p. 
$ t: 1 
Defendants. 1 
1 
COMES NOW, Defendant Advanced Industrial Supply, Inc., fMa Pocatello Supply, fnc., 
(hereinafter "AIS"), by and through its counsel of record, W. Marcus W. Nye of Raeine, Olson, Nye, 
Budge & Bailey, Chtd., and in Answer to Plaintiff's Complaint, answers and alleges as follows: 
With respect to the allegations made in the "COMPLAINT" paragraph, on pages 2-3 of 
Plaintiff's Complaint, the allegations made therein are denied. 
1. With respect to paragraph 1 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
2. With respect to paragraph 2 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
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3. With respect to paragaph 3 of Plaintiffs Complzllnt, AIS is without sufficient 
infomation to verie the tmth or accuracy of infomation relating to other defcndmts and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
4. With respect to paragraph 4 of PlaintifFs Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
infomation to verify the tmth or accuracy of infomation relating to other defendants and, there-fore, 
denies the same. 
5. With respect to paragraph 5 of Plai~iff ' s  Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of infomation relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
t 
J1  6. With respect to paragraph 6 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
?*!, 
3 * 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
7. With respect to paragraph 7 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
8. With respect to paragraph 8 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
9. With respect to paragraph 9 of PlaintifPs Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
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1 0. With respect to paragraph 10 of Plaintiffs Complaint, the allegations made therein 
are admitted. 
11. With respect to paragapb 11 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS is without suficient 
infomation to verify the truth or accuracy of infomation relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
12. With respect to paragraph 12 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defelidants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
13. With respect to paragraph 13 of Plaintip s Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
r information to veri@ the truth or accuracy ofinformation relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
it, denies the same. 
14. With respect to paragraph 14 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
15. With respect to paragraph 15 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
16. With respect to paragraph 16 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
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17. With respect to pa r agqh  17 of PlaintifP s Complaint, AIS is witliout sufficierit 
infomation to verify Itre truth or accuracy of infomation relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
18. With respect to paragraph 18 of Plaintifrs Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
infomation to veriQ the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendmts and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
19. With respect to paragraph 19 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
-1- 
L * 20. With respect to paragraph 20 of Plaintifrs Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
2 1. With respect to paragraph 2 1 of PlaintiFs Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
22. With respect to paragraph 22 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
23. With respect to paragraph 23 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
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24. With respcct to paragraph 24 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
infomation to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therekre, 
denies the same. 
25. With respect to paragaph 25 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of infomation relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
26. With respect to paragraph 26 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
* information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
-3 
($1 
denies the same. 
27. With respect to paragraph 27 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
28. With respect to paragraph 28 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therelbre, 
denies the same. 
29. With respect to paragraph 29 of Plaintiffs Complaint, the allegations made therein 
are denied. 
30. With respect to paragraph 30 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or accuracy 
of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, denies the remainder of the allegations 
contained in paragraph 30. 
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3 1. With respect to pasagaph 3 1 of Plaintifrs Complaint, the allegations made therein 
arc denied. 
32. With respect to paragaph 32 of Plaintiffs Complaint, the allegations made therein 
are denied. 
33. With respect to paragraph 330f Plaintiffs Complaint, the allegations made therein 
are denied. 
34. With respect to paragraph 34 of PlaintifPs Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
a' 
J", denies the same. 
35. With respect to paragraph 35 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS is without sufficient 
information to verify the truth or accuracy of information relating to other defendants and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
36. With respect to paragraph 36 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS restates and realleges all 
answers made to allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 35. 
37. With respect to paragraph 37 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
38. With respect to paragraph 38 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
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39. With respcct to paragaph 39 of PlaintifPs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of infomation relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
40. With respcct to paragraph 40 (a) through (h) of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies 
the allegations to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient infomation to 
vcrify the truth or accuracy of infomation relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, 
denies the same. 
41. With respect to paragraph 41 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations 
@\ to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to vesif4i the truth or 
i 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
42. With respect to paragraph 42 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations 
to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the samc. 
43. With respect to paragraph 43 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations 
to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
44. With respect to paragraph 44 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations 
to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verie the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the samc. 
45. With respect to paragraph 45 of Plaintiffs Complaint, the allegations made therein 
are denied. 
ANSWER AND JURY DEMAND - 8 
46. With respect to paragaph 46, AIS restates and realleges all answers inade to 
allegations contained in paragaphs I thou& 45. 
47. With respect to paragraph 47 of PlaintifPs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations 
to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is wi"thout sufficient information to verify the tmth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
48. With respect to paragraph 48 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegatiorzs 
to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therc.flbre, denies the same. 
49. With respect to paragraph 49 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegatio~ls 
+ J  
(9 \ to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or P ' 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
50. With respect to paragraph 50 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS denies the allegations 
to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
5 1. With respect to paragraph 5 1 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations 
to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
52. With respect to paragraph 52 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations 
to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
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53. With respect to paragraph 53 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations 
to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to veriljr the truth or 
accuracy of infomation relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
54. With respect to parapaph 54 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations 
to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of infomation relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
55. With respect to paragraph 55 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, AIS restates and realleges all 
answers made to allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 54. 
56. With respect to paragraph 56 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations 
! l
f? to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the tmth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
57. With respect to paragraph 57 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations 
to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
58. With respect to paragraph 58 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations 
to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the sane. 
59. With respect to paragraph 59 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS restates and realleges all 
answers made to allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 58. 
ANSWER AND JURY DEMAND - 10 
60. With respect to psapaph 60 of Plail~tiFs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations 
to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
6 1. With respect to paragraph 610f Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS denies the allegations 
to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without suficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of infomation relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
62. With respect to paragraph 62 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS denies the allegations 
to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
A 
,." 63. With respect to paragraph 63 (a) through O of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS denies the 
allegations to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient infomation to veri@ 
the truth or accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the 
same. 
64. With respect to paragraph 64 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verie the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
65. With respect to paragraph 65 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verifL the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
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66. With respect to paragraph 66 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verif4i the truth or 
accuracy of infomation relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
67. With respect to paragaph 67 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendanls otber than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
68. With respect to paragraph 68 of PlaintifPs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verifL the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
69. With respect to paragraph 69 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants otber than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
70. With respect to paragraph 70 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS restates and realleges all 
answers made to allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 69. 
71. With respect to paragraph 71 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
72. With respect to paragraph 72 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
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73. With respect to paragaph 73 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
74. With respect to paragraph 74 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
75. With respect to paragraph 75 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to veri@ the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
a L 
-. it 
v** 
76. With respect to paragraph 76 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
' v \ 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the trurb or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
77. With respect to paragraph 77 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS restates and realleges all 
answers made to allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 76. 
78. With respect to paragraph 78 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
79. With respect to paragraph 79 of Plaintiffs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
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80. With respect to paragraph 80 of Plaintifrs Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient inkmation to v c ~ @  the truth or 
accuracy of infomation relating to defendmts other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
8 1. With respect to paragraph 8 1 of Plaintifr s Complaint, AIS restates and realleges all 
answers made to allegations contained in paragaphs 1 thou& 80. 
82. With respect to paragraph 82 (a) though (1) of Plaintifl's Complaint, AIS denies the 
allegations to the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify 
the truth or accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the 
same. 
4 
Q?8 * 83. With respect to paragraph 83 of Plaintiff's Complaint, AIS denies the aIIegations to 
a - 
the extent that they arc aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the slime. 
84. With respect to paragraph 84 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, AIS denies the allegations to 
the extent that they are aimed at AIS. AIS is without sufficient information to verify the truth or 
accuracy of information relating to defendants other than AIS and, therefore, denies the same. 
85. With respect to the allegations made in the "DAMAGES" paragraph, on pages 3 1- 
33 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, AIS denies the allegations made therein. 
On the basis above, and for hrther answer by way of defense, AIS alleges as follows: 
FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiff's claims are barred by any and all of the applicable statutes of limitation, including, 
but not limited to, Idaho Code §§ 5-216,5-217,5-218,5-219,5-224,6-1303 and/or 28-2-725. 
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SECOND DEFENSE 
Mlbatevcr damages Plaintiff may have suffered, if any, were solely and proxiinately caused 
by, or contributed to by, the negligence of Plaintiff, which either bars or reduces Plaintifps recovery 
herein, if any, under the laws of comparative negligence and comparative fault. 
Whatever damages Plaintiffmay have suffered, if any, were the sole and proximate result of 
an unavoidable accident. 
FOIJRTlI DEFENSE 
Whatever damages Plaintiff may have suffered, if any, were solely and proximately caused 
ara, 
x g  
iqi. 
by Plaintiff when he assumed and voluntarily exposed himself to specific and appreciated risks 
r , *  
pursuant to the doctrines of volenti nonfit injuria and assumption of the risk, for which Plaintiff is 
barred from recovery of damages, or, alternatively, for which Plaintiffs recovery must be reduced. 
FIFTH DEFENSE 
Watever damages Plaintiff may have suffered, if any, were solely and proximately caused 
by the negligence or other conduct of one or more of the other Defendants above-named, or by the 
negligence or other conduct of some person, corporation, association, governmental unit, or legal 
entity not presently a party to this lawsuit, and for whose negligence or fault is not liable or 
responsible. The fault or negligence of any tortfeasors, whether or not parties herein, must be 
compared under Idaho law. 
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SIXTH DEFENSE 
Whatever damages Plaintiff may have suffered, if my, were proximately caused in whole or 
in part by the abnomal use and/or unintended use and/or misuse of a product, for which AIS is not 
responsible. 
SEVENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiff's Complaint fails to state a claim against AIS upon which relief may be granted. 
EIGHTH DEFENSE 
Watever damages Plaintiff may have suffered, if any, were directly and proximately caused 
by the actions of fellow servants of Plaintiff. 
* *  
,** 4 
NINTH DEFENSE 
' * *  
Plaintiffs claims against AIS are barred by the doctrines of laches, waiver and estoppel. 
TENTH DEFENSE 
Watever damages Plaintiffmay have suffered, if any, were due solely or in part to the failure 
of Plaintiffs employers to take adequate precautions to provide Plaintiff with a safe workplace. 
ELEVENTHDEFENSE 
AIS expressly denies that Plaintiff ihaled injurious quantities of asbestos fibers from 
products distributed by AIS. Any products for which AIS might be held legally accountable and 
which Plaintiff allegedly used or was exposed to, if any, were not in the same condition as when 
sold, having been materially altered after the sale and prior to the use or exposure as alleged. 
TWELFTH DEFENSE 
Any products which AIS is alleged to have manufactured, hrnished, distributed, supplied 
and/or sold, if used in the fashion alleged, all of which is specifically denied, were so manufactured, 
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.Furnished, distributed, supplied and/or sold in confomity with the then state of medical art and the 
prevailing industry s tadads .  The state of the medical, scientific and industrial howledge, art and 
practice was at all material times such that AIS neither breached any duty owed to Plaintiff, nor h e w  
or could have known, that any such products presented a foreseeable risk of h a m  to the Plaintiff in 
comection with asbestos exposure f?om the normal and expected use of such products. 
THIRTEENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs claims against AIS are barred, as the harm alleged, if any, was caused after any 
product's useEul safe life had expired. 
FOURTEENTH DEFENSE 
AIS's liability, if any, which is specifically denied, is not joint and several under Idaho law. 
FIl~lTEENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs claims are barred, in whole or in part, as a result of Plaintiff's failure to mitigate 
alleged damages, if any. As a result of Plaintiff's failure to exercise due diligence to mitigate his 
loss, injury or damages, the amount of damages to which Plaintiff is entitled, if any, should be 
reduced by the amount of damages which would have otherwise been mitigated. 
SIXTEENTH DEFENSE 
The liability of AIS, if any, was secondary, passive and subordinate to the primary, active and 
intervening causation of the negligent acts andlor omissions of other Defendants, for which AIS is 
not liable. 
SEVENTEENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffhas failed to join indispensable or necessary parties pursuant to Rule 19 of the Idaho 
Rules of Civil Procedure. 
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EIGHTEENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiff was employed by howledgeable and sophisticated employers. Any duty AIS may 
have to warn Plaintiff of any potential h m  incident to the normal use of products, which duty is 
expressly denied, was or should have been discharged by Plaintiffs employws' intervening duty to 
give Plain4iE any required warnings. 
In so far as Plaintiff intends to assert a claim for punitive damages, actions seeking 
imposition of punitive damages are limited or barred procedurally and substmtively and the 
allegations fail to comply with Idaho law. 
TWENTIETH DEFENSE 
A 
The imposition of punitive damages is impermissibly vague, imprecise and inconsistentiin 
violation of rights guaranteed under the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States 
Constitution, and comparable provisions of the Idaho Constitution. 
TWENTY-FIRST DEFENSE 
There was no privity of contract between Plaintiff and AIS. 
TWENTY-SECOND DEFENSE 
AIS alleges that, on information and belief, Plaintiff named AIS in this litigation without 
reasonable product identification and without reasonable investigation; accordingly, AIS requests 
reasonable expenses, including its attorney's fees incurred as a result of the filing and maintenance 
by Plaintiff of this bad faith action. 
ANSWER AND JURY DEMAND - 18 
TWENTY-THIRD DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs claims and damages, if any, are barred or limited by the Idaho Tort Refom Act 
$ 6 -  1601 et seq. 
TWENTY-FOUR'rFI DEFENSE 
Plaintiff's damages, economic and non-economic, if any, are limited to the mount pemittcd 
by the Idaho statutes at the time of the wrongfbl acts, if any. 
TWENTY-FIFTH DEFENSE 
AIS alleges that Plaintiffs injury, damage or loss, if any, was proximately caused by one or 
more unforeseeable, independent, intervening and superceding events beyond the control, and 
4 
r^  
z,% 
\ unrelated to any conduct of AIS. Any acts or omissions of AIS, which are expressly denied, were \ 
superceded by the negligence and wrongfbl conduct of others. 
TWENTY-SIXTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs claims for punitive damages in this action violate the provisions of Idaho Code $ 
TWENTY-SEVENTH DEFENSE 
AIS did not act individually or engage in concert of action with any one or more of the other 
Defendants for the purpose of accomplishing an unlawfbl purpose or to accomplish some purpose, 
that was unlawfbl or by unlawfbl means. Plaintiff did not suffer any injury as a result of AIS's 
actions or inactions, and Plaintiff cannot recover under a theory of civil conspiracy. 
TWENTY-EIGHTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs claims are barred as a matter of public policy inasmuch as the social utility and 
public benefit of asbestos-containing products outweigh any alleged risks of any such products. 
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TWENTY-NINTH DEFENSE 
This Defendant claims a set-off as to any potential judment or award on behalf of Plaintiff 
against this answering Defendant for any monies paid by other co-Defendants or non-part.ies at fault 
to Plaintiff or to any monies paid to Plaintiff on behalf of this Defendant or m y  benefits received or 
owed to Plaintiff by any state or federal insurmce or worker's compensation hnd  or p r o g m ,  
THIRTIETH DEFENSE 
If Plaintiff bas received, or has now, or subsequently become entitled to recover, any 
compensation or benefits from any other source in connection with the h a m  alleged in the 
complaint, the mount of damages, if any, which may be recoverable from this lawsuit shall be 
P 
.Q' diminished by the amount of said recovery, compensation or benefits to the extent they are collateral 
!* 
sources under Idaho law. 
THIRTY-FIRST DEFENSE 
The claims against this Defendant are precluded because the products sold, manufactured or 
distributed by it, if any, that contained asbestos were manufactured in accordance with governmental 
specification that required the inclusion of asbestos. 
THIRTY-SECOND DEFENSE 
This Defendant is, andmust be, indemnified by other Defendants, and/or non-parties, for any 
alleged acts or omissions as it is immune under Idaho Code $ 6-1407. 
THIRTY-THIRD DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs averments in the Complaint fail to allege the specific acts that constitute 
Defendant's alleged fraud and misrepresentation with sufficient particularity, and such claims are 
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therefore barred and/or subject to dismissal pursuant to Rule 9 (b) of the Idaho Rules of Civil 
Procedure. 
THIRTY-FOURTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiff negligently or illtentionally failed to presewe, and pemitted the spoliation of, 
material evidence, including, but not limited to, the products and/or materials referred to in the 
Complaint. AIS did not have the oppomnity to inspect, in a timely manner that may have revealed 
the existence of any alleged condition of, and/or evidence of misuse, abuse or improper use of, any 
andior all of the product(s) alleged in the Complaint to have been manufactured, sold or distributed 
's 
h i  by AIS and used by Plaintiff and/or his employers. " ,- 
THIRTY-FIFTH DEFENSE 
Actions for personal injury do not survive the death of the injured party. 
THIRTY-SIXTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs warranty claims are barred, in whole or in part, by effective disclaimers. 
THIRTY-SEVENTH DEFENSE 
Some or all of Plaintifrs claims for alleged damages have not accrued, and/or are purely 
speculative, uncertain and contingent, and Plaintiff is therefore not entitled to recover any such 
alleged damages. 
THIRTY-EICII'rH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs injuries and damages, if any, were the result of pre-existing conditions of 
Plaintiff unrelated to any conduct of AIS. 
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THIRTY-NINTH DEFENSE 
AIS denies that it gave, made, or otherwise extended any warranties, whether express or 
implied, upon which Plaintiff had a right to rely. 
FORTIETI3 DEFENSE 
AIS incorporates by reference, as if its own, any and all defenses interposed by any other 
Defendants herein to the extent such defenses are applicable. 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, having answered Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendant AIS prays for relief as 
follows: 
a: 3 1. Plaintiffs Complaint be dismissed with prejudice, or in the alternative a judgment fi*< 
"., 
be entered in favor of AIS; 
2. AIS be awarded its costs incurred and reasonable attorney's fees, pursuant to 
Idaho Code $5  12-1 20,12-12 1,12-123 and Rules 1 1 and 54 of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
3. For such other and fbrther relief as the Court deems just and appropriate under the 
circumstances. 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
AIS demands a trial by jury of all issues so triable herein pursuant to Rule 38 (b) of the 
Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure and AIS will not stipulate to a jury of less than twelve (12) people. 
12 DATED this day of December, 2006. 
RACINE, OLSON, NYE, BUDGE 
& BAILEY, CHARTERED 
W. MARCUS W. &YE 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
/ day of December, 2006, I served a true and correct I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this - 
copy of the above and foregoing document to the following person(s) as follows: 
-.. 
"$1 U.S. Mail, postage prepaid [ Overnight Mail 
[ 1 Hand Delivery [ 1 Facsimile 
James C. Arnold Howard D. B d t t  
Petersen, Puznson & Arnold Hawley Troxell 
P.O. Box 1645 P.O. Box 100 
Idaho Falls ID 83403-1645 Pocatello, ID 83204 
Fax: 522-8547 Fax: 233-1304 
G. Patterson Keahey Thomas J. Lyons 
G. Patterson Keahey, P.C. Merrill & Merrill 
[4 One Independence Plaza, Ste. 6 12 P.O. Box 991 
Birmingham Alabama 35209 Pocatello, ID 83204-099 1 
Fax: 205-87 1-0801 Fax: 232-2499 
Alan Goodman 
Goodman Law Office 
P.O. Box D 
Rupert, ID 83350 
Fax: 208-436-4837 
Steven K. Brown 
C. Timothy H o p h s  
Hopkins Roden Crockett 
Hansen & Hoopes 
P.O. Box 21 10 
Boise, ID 83701-21 10 
Fax: 208-336-9 154 
Donald F. Casey 
Robert D. Williams 
Quane Smith, LLP 
2325 W. Broadway, Suite B 
Idaho Falls ID 83402-2948 
Fax: 529-0005 
Benjamin C. Ritchie 
Moffatt Thomas Barrett 
Rock & Fields, Chtd. 
P.O. Box 817 
Pocatello ID 83204-08 17 
Fax: 232-0 150 
Murray Jim Sorenson 
Blaser Sorensen 
P.O. Box 1047 
Blackfoot ID 83221 
Fax: 785-7080 
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A. Bruce Larson--1SB fi"2093 
Attorney at Law 
155 South 2nd Ave. 
P.O. Box 6369 
Pocatello, ID 83205-6369 
Telephone (208) 478-7600 
Facsimile (208) 478-7602 
e-mail 
Attorney for Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., 
W a  Wamischfeger Corporation. (Incorrectly named as P&H Cranes) 
I I IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SETH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
JOHN D. ADAMSON, individually, and in his) 
capacity as Personal Representative of The ) 
Estate of JOHN H. ADAMSON, ) 
) I I Plaintiff, ) ) 
VS. ) 
) FMC Corporation, individually and on behalf ) c,,, N ~ .  CV-06-3166-oc 
of its former Coffin Turbo Pump Operation ) 
and former Peerless Pump, Chicago Pump and ) ANSWER AND DEMAND FOR JURY 
Link-Belt Business; N I m O  Materials USA, ) TRIAL OF p & ~  MINING EQUIPMENT, 
Inc., d/b/a Gould Electric Inc., individually ) INC. ~ \ m  HARNISCH~GER 
and as successor in interest to Goulds, Inc., ) CORPORATION (INCORRECTLY 
Imperial Corporation, Eastman Corporation, ) NAMED AS P&H CRANES) 
Imperial Eastman Corporation, ITE Circuit ) 
Breaker Company, and Century Electric; ) 
Schneider Electric, individually and on behalf ) 
of Square D Company; Alaskan Copper ) 
Works; Allis Chalmers Corporation; ) 
Amerivent Sales, Inc.; Ericsson, Inc., as ) 
Successor in Interest to the Anaconda Wire & ) ) Cable Company; Gardner Denver, Inc.; Henry ) 
Vogt Machine Co.; Obit Industries, Inc.; ) 
Paramount Supply Co.; Paul Roberts Machine ) 
Supply; Pocatello Supply, Inc.; Rupert Iron ) 
Works; Parker Hannifin Corporation successor) 
in interest to Sacoma-Sierra, Inc.; Steel West, ) 
A N S W R  AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL OF P&H MUVUVG EQUIPMENT, INC. F\K\A 
HARNISCHFEGER CORPORATION (UVCOWCTLY NAMED AS P&H CRANES) 
Page - 1 - 
Inc.; Bechtel, Inc.; Crane Co.; Owens Illinois, ) 
Inc.; Ainecart Optical Corporation; Eralon 
Ele~rrical Corporation BWa Cutler Hammer; ) 
Flowsene Corporation individually and as ) 
successor to the Duriron Company, Inc. W a  1 
Durco International; F a i r b d s  Morse Pump 1 
Corporalion Honeywell, Inc. (specificalfy 1 1 
excluding liability for NARCO) individually 1 
and as: successer to the Allied Sipal, Bmdix, 
VVheelabrator, Rust Engineering, md Allied ) 
Chemical; Reliance Electric Motors 1 
individually and as successor to Master 
Electric; P & H Cranes; Johson Pumps; 1 
Sterling Fluid Systems (Peerless Pumps), 
Defendants. ) 1 
Comes now, the Defendant alleged in the Complaint to be P&H Cranes dfnla 
Hmischfeger Corporation, whose correct corporate identification is "P&H Mining Equipment 
Inc. fMa Harnischfeger Corporation" (hereinafter referred to as 'T&H Mining Equipment, Inc,") 
by and through its undersigned aMomey of record and responds to the Plaintiffs Complaint for 
specially appearing, contesting jurisdiction and service and sufficiency of process, and 
preserving their objection to the attempt to assert jurisdiction and/or force it to defend in t h s  
action. 
FIRST DEFENSE 
1. This court lacks jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and lacks 
personal jurisdiction of the Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc. Plaintiff has not sufficientby 
served Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc. in this matter and accordingly, the Court lacks 
jurisdiction over Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc. The summons delivered and the 
service of process on Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., was insufficient. The Summons 
/5$"/7 
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delivered to Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., is addressed to "Rupert Iron Works" and 
not to Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc. 
SECOND DEENSE 
3 
. Plaintiffs Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted, and 
should there-fore be dismissed. 
THIRD DEFENSE 
3 .  Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., denies each and every allegation of 
Plaintiff's Complaint not specifically admitted herein. 
4. Responding to paragraph 23 of plaintiff's Complaint, Defendant P&H Mining 
Equipment, Inc., denies that it is subject to the jurisdiction of this court. 
FOURTH DEFENSE 
5.  The Plaintiff has failed to join all necessary and indispensable parties to this 
action. 
ANSWER 
6. Answering the first un-numbered paragraph of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendant 
P&H Mining Equipment, Inc. admits only that it is a business entity organized and existing 
under the laws of a state other than Idaho. Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc. is without 
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in 
paragraph 1 relating to other Defendants. Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc. denies the 
remaining allegations contained in said un-numbered paragraph. 
7. Answering paragraphs 2 through 22 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendant P&H 
Mining Equipment, Inc. has insufficient information to form a belief as to the truth of any of the 
allegations relating to the Plaintiff or Defendants other than Defendant P&H Mining 
HARNISCHFEGER CORPORATION (INCORRECTLY NAMED AS P&H CRANES) 
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I I Equipment, Inc. and, therefore, denies the same. 
1 
8. Answering paragraph 23 of Plaintiffs Complaint, Defendant P&H Minir~g 
1 1  Equipment, kc .  admits only that it is a business entity organized and existing under the laws of a I /  state other than Idaho. Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, lnc. denies the remaining allegations I1 contained in paragraph 43. I1 9. Answering paragraphs 24 through 28 of Plaintifrs Complaint, Defendmt P&H 
Mining Equipment, Inc. has insufficient infomation to form a belief as the tn~th of any of the I I 
a 1 / allegations relating to the Plaintiff or Defendants other than Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, @\ 
' / / Ine. and, therefore, denies the same. 
10. Answering paragraph 29 through 82 of Plaintiff's Complaint, Defendant P&H 
l4 I /  information to forrn a belief as the truth of any of the allegations relating to Defendants other 
11 
12 
13 
l5 I1 than Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc. and, therefore, denies the same. 
Mining Equipment, Inc. denies the allegations insofar as they are directed at Defendant P&H 
Mining Equipment, Inc. Further, Defendant P&W Mining Equipment, Lnc. has insufficient 
l6 / I  AFFIRMATWE DEFENSES I1 11. That the PlaintifPs claims are barred because they were not presented within the 
18 time prescribed by law for the commencement of an action upon the claim asserted, pursuant to I I 
19 the appropriate statute of limitation, including, but not limited to the following separate and I I 
2o 1 1  distinct sections of the Idaho Code, $9 5-201,s-216, 5-219,6-1303 and 6-1403(3). 
2 1 
22 
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12. That the Complaint, and all causes of action contained therein, have failed to set 
forth facts and allegations sufficient to constitute a cause of action against Defendant P&W 
23 
24 
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Mining Equipment, Lnc. in that the complaint fails to state with particularity the circumstances 
constituting the alleged fraudulent concealment of the alleged wrongs. Defendant P&H Mining 
Equipment, Inc. has never engaged in any deception or fraud. The claims asserted in the 
Complaint, therefore, are barred by the relevant statutes of limitation. PlaintifFs claims are 
barred by the doctrine of laches, waiver, accord and satisfaction, andlor estoppel. 
13. Plaintiff accepted the risk of injury; Plaintiff assmed any risks incident to their 
employment, including exposure to asbestos. Plaintiff, at all times mentioned in the Gomplailrl, 
were aware of all conditions of their m p l o p e n t ,  arid fully appreciated all the risks, if any, that 
were involved, including exposure to asbestos. Notwithstanding such knowledge on the part of 
the Plaintiff, Plaintiff continued in their employment and voluntarily assumed the risk of the vely 
injuries, if any, of which the Plaintiff complains. Such an assumption of the risks is a bar to any 
recover against Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc. 
14. Acts or omissions of third parties over whom Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, 
Inc. had no control constitute an independent intervening cause. 
15. Based upon information and belief, Plaintiffs injuries, if any, were caused by 
acts, conduct, as circumstances of an unknown or indeterminate character in nature. By reason 
of the foregoing, it is impossible to determine facts as to time, place, and causal relationship 
laclung which, as a matter of law, bars Plaintiffs claims. 
16. Plaintiff has failed to mitigate their damages, if any. Without admitting that the 
Plaintiff is entitled to monetary damages any such damages to whch Plaintiff is entitled should 
be reduced by the amount of damages that would have otherwise been mitigated or reasonably 
avoided. 
17. Plaintiff's claims are barred by virtue of the fact that the product manufactured or 
distributed by Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., or its predecessor corporations, 
complied with the applicable codes, standards, or regulations adopted or promulgated by the 
/950 
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United States, the State of Idaho, or other applicable jurisdiction at the time of sale. 
18. 'The injuries and damages alleged in said Complaint, and each and every cause of 
action thereof, if any there were, were the direct and proximate result of the misuse, abuse, or 
alteration of said products after they left the custody and the control of Defendant P&H Mining 
Equipment, Inc. by Plaintiff andlor their employers. 
19. The products referred to in PlaintifFs Complaint were misused, abuse, altered or 
not used in accordance with the recommended or manufacturer's instructions for the products in 
question by Plaintiff or by third parties over whom Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., has 
no control or right to control. Such misuse, abuse, or alteration was not reasonably foreseeable 
by Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, he . ,  and proximately caused any loss, injury, or damage 
incurred by Plaintiff. 
20. Plaintiff knowingly, voluntarily, and unreasonably proceeded to encounter each 
of the known risks and hazards, if any, referred to in Plaintiff's Complaint, and this undertaking 
proximately caused and contributed to any loss, injury, or damages incurred by Plaintiff; thus 
Plaintiffs claim should be reduced or barred. 
21. Any damage, injury, or condition, if any, alleged by Plaintiffs Complaint was 
caused or substantially contributed to by Plaintiffs own negligence, comparative fault, or 
knowing and voluntary assumption of known and appreciable risk, and such negligence, 
comparative fault, or assumption of risk bars Plaintiffs claims. 
22. This Court lacks jurisdiction regarding the subject matter of this action by virtue 
of the Workers' Compensation and Occupational Disease Act in this and other jurisdictions. 
23. Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., is entitled to a set-off as to any potential 
judgment or award on behalf of Plaintiff against Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Lnc., for 
/ f a /  
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I1 any moneys paid by other Defendants or nonpa&ies at fault to Plaintiff or any moneys paid to I1 Plaintiff on behalf of Defendmt P&W Mining Equipment, Enc., or any benefits received or owed 
11 to Plaintiff by any State or Federal insurance or workers' compensation fund or progm.  
4 11 24. PlaintifFs claim should be dismiss& or stayed far failure to join one or more 
5 I I necessary and indispensable parlies. 
25. Pursuant to Idaho Code 8 6-802, Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., cannot 
I rJ @? be liable to Plaintiff for any mount greater than that represented by the degree or percentage of \ 1 I 11 fault, if any, nttnbutable to Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc. 
11 26. Even if Plaintiff was exposed to asbestos, which Defendant P&H Mining 
lo I I Equipment, he., denies, such exposure did not cause or contribute to, nor was a substantial 
1 1  factor in bringing about, any injury, condition, or damages alleged in Plaintiff's Complaint. 
l4 I1 Equipment, Inc. That at all relevant time, all Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Lnc. products 
12 
13 
IS /I were in conformity with the state of the art in the industry and with Federal Standard. The 
Plaintiff has not been injured by any product manufactured by Defendant P&H Mining 
l6  1 1  products made by Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc. are not inherently dangerous to 
l7 ll human safety. Any asbestos in any Defendant P&W Mining Equipment, Inc., product is locked 
l8 I1 in, incapsulated, and firmly bound or otherwise contained. Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, 
19 1 / Inc., products do not release dangerous amounts of asbestos dust or fibers into the air 
2o /I 27. The risk of any injury or damage alleged in Plaintiffs complaint was 
unforeseeable at the time any relevant product was manufactured or sold. 
28. Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., denies all cross-claims that may be 
asserted against it in this matter. 
29. Failure to warn, if any, was not a substantial cause of Plaintiffs alleged injuries. 
/9sa 
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I1 30. PlaintifFs exposure to cigarette smoke, other tobacco products, or noxious .fumes I1 and residues caused or contributed to the daxnages alleged in Plaintiffs Complaint. 
1 1  3 1 .  Dekndant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., hereby incorporates by refermce all of ll affirmative defenses heretofore and hereinafter set forth by co-defendants as though hl ly  set 
1 / products alleged to contain asbestos must be considered de minimus and not a proximate cause 
,p.) 5 ht! 
i 6 
1 I of Plaintiffs alleged injuries. 
forth herein. 
32. Any exposure, if any, by Plaintiff to Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., 
1 / 33. There is no privity of contract or any other type of privity between Plaintiff and 
lo  I / Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, lnc. 
I  I  tortfeasors nor liable for conspiracy. 14 
11 
12 
13 
l5 I 35. Plaintiffs claims in damages, if any, are barred or limited by the Idaho tort 
34. There is no concerted concurrence of action between Defendant P&H Mining 
Equipment, Inc., and any other defendant as alleged herein, and said Defendants are neither joint 
l6 1 1  Reform Act, Idaho Code $ 6-1 601, et seq. 
l7  11 36. Plaintiff and Plaintiff's employers were sophisticated users of products containing 
l8  1 1  asbestos and had adequate knowledge of the dangers and risks associated with using or working 
19 1 1  around asbestos. 
2o 1 1  37. Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., has not conducted discovery in this 1 1  action and, therefore, expressly reserves the right to amend its answer to add additional or 
22 ( 1  supplemental defenses in the file and serve other responsive pleadings, allocations, or claims. 
23 
24 
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38. Plaintiff is not entitled to recover from Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, 
because Plaintiff, their agents or intervening third parties had virtually the same, if not the same, 
2 5 
1 7 5 3  
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notice and knowledge as Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., with respect to the alleged 
hazard or defect, if my,  in the products at issue in the complaint. 
39. Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., did not act individually or together with 
any one or more of the other dekndmts fbr or in order to accomplish, any unlawful purpose or by 
any unlawfil means. Moreover, Plaintiff did not suffer any injury as a result of the actions or 
inactions of Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc. Accordingly, Plaintiff cannot recover 
against Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., under a theory of civil conspiracy. 
40. Insofar as the Complaint is based on allegations of concealment, 
misrepresentation, or -fraud by Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., the Complaint fails to 
state with particularity the circumstances constituting the alleged concealment, 
misrepresentation, or fraud. The Complaint, therefore, fails to state a claim against Defendant 
P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., upon which relief can be granted. 
41. Plaintiff's claims are barred as a matter of public policy in as much as a social utility 
and public benefit of asbestos-containing product outweigh any alleged risks of such product. 
42. Whatever damages decedent for Plaintiff may have suffered, if any, were the sole 
and proximate result of an unavoidable accident. 
43. Plaintiff has not sufficiently served Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., in 
this matter and accordingly, the Court lacks jurisdiction over Defendant P&H Mining 
Equipment, Inc. 
44. Plaintiffs claim for punitive damages in this action violates the provisions of 
Idaho Code 9 1604 (2). 
45. Plaintiffs claim for punitive damages violates provisions of the United Stares 
Constitution. 
44 95+' i r 
ANSWER AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL OF P&H MINING EQUIPMENT, INC. FUCA / *  
HARNISCHFEGER CORPORATION (INCORRECTLY NAMED AS P&H CRANES) 
Page - 9 - 
46. A. On May 18, 2001, the United States B r p t c y  Court for the District of 
Delaware, in the Matter of In re: Wamischfeger Industries, Inc., Chapter 1 1, Case No. 99-21 7 1 
(PJW)(Jointly Administered), entered the "Order Confiming Third Amended Joint Plan of 
Reorganization," (the ""Order") that confirmed the Third Amended Joint Plan of Reorganization 
filed by Defendant, Hamischfeger Corporation. The Confirmation date is May 18,200 1 and the 
Effective Date is July 12, 200 1. 
B. The Order on page 35 specifically adopted and permanently enjoined any 
person or entity &om pursuing a claim released under Section XI11 of the Plan. 
C. Section XI11 of the Plan, in Section C on page 80, states as follows: 
"Except as provided herein: (I)  the rights afforded in the Plan and the treatment of all Claims . . . 
shall be in exchange for and in complete satisfaction, discharge and release of such Claims . . . 
and (3) all Persons and Entities shall be precluded from asserting against the Reorganizing 
Debtors, their successors or their assets or properties any other or further Claims . . . based upon 
any act or omission, transaction or other activity of any kind or nature that occurred before the 
Confirmation Date. 
D. Plaintiffs' claims are based on activity which occurred prior to the May 
18, 2001 Confirmation Date and the July 12, 2001 Effective Date and, according, are governed 
by the provisions and limitations contained within the Order. 
E. To the extent Plaintiffs' claims arose prior to the May 18, 2001 
Confirmation Date or the July 12, 2001 Effective Date, Plaintiffs hold unsecured claims against 
this Defendant. As Plaintiffs did not file a Proof of Claim against this Defendant and, 
accordingly, do not have an Allowed Claim under the terms of the Order; they are barred under 
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I I the Order h m  making claim against this Defendant, and hrther are enjoined from continuing 1 
1 1  47. In asserting the foregoing defenses, Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., 
$%# 2 
,4" 
1- 3 
1 1  does not adrnit any fault, responsibility, liability or dmage, but to the contrary expressly denies 
this lawsuit against this Defend&. 
F. Further, Plaintiffs' recovev, if any, is limited to that allowed by the Order. 
6 the same. Likewise, by asserting the foregoing defenses, Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, I I 
1 1  DEMANP) FOR JURY TRIAL 
' 
lo  1 1  Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., demands a trial by jury, composed of the 
Inc., does not assume a burden of proof or persuasion not otherwise imposed upon it as a matter 
oflaw. 
l 1  I /  number of persons allowed by law, on all issues, claims, and defenses so triable. 
WIIEmFORE, having fully answered the allegation of Plaintiff's Complaint, 
1. That Plaintiffs Complaint be dismissed with prejudice or, in the 
13 
14 
I I alternative, a judgment be rendered in favor of Defendant P&W Mining Equipment, h c .  16 
Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, lnc. prays for relief as follows: 
l7  I1 2. That Defendant be awarded its cost necessarily incurred herein and 
20 I I further relief as the Court deems just and proper under the circumstances. 
19 
reasonable attorney fees incurred in the defense of this action; and, 
3. That Defendant P&H Mining Equipment, Lnc. be granted such other and 
2 1 
22 
23 
24 
2 5 
DATED this day of December 2006. 
P&H Mining Equipment, Lnc. 
$9f$ 
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II CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEmBY CERTIFY that I caused a true and correct copy of the foregoing 
ANSWER AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL OF P&H MINING EQUIPMENT, INC. 
F?rKLA H A ~ I S G H ~ G E R  CORPOUTION (INCOWCTLY NAMED AS P&H 
CRANES) to be delivered to the following individual(s) by the method indicated: 
James C. Arnold 
PETERSON, PA SON 
& ARNOLD, PLLC 
390 N.  Capitol Ave 
P.O. Box 1645 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403- 1645 
[x'J U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
L] Hand Delivery 
L_] Overnight Delivery 
[x ] Fax: 208-522-8547 
G. Patterson Keahey [x] U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
C. Patterson Keabey P.C. U Hand Delivery 
One Independence Plaza, Suite 6 12 U Overnight Delivery 
Bimingharn, AL 35209 [XI Fax: 205-871-0801 
Howard D. Burnett 
HA WZ.EY, TIPOXELL, ENNIS & HA WLEY 
333 S. Main St. 
P.O. Box 100 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
Attorneys for Cutler-Hammer 
P&H Mining Equipment, Inc., flWa 
Harnisehfeger Corporation. 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
a U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
U Hand Delivery 
U Overnight Delivery 
u Fax: 208-233-1304 
[x] e-mail 
Lee Radford 
MOFFAT'T THOMAS BARRETT ROCK & @ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
FIELDS U Hand Delivery 
420 Memorial Drive U Overnight Delivery 
P.O. Box 5 1505 U Fax: 208-522-5 1 1 1 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405- 1 505 [x] e-mail 
Attornej~s.fir FMC Corporations 
/ 9 ~ 7  
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CHRISTIAN W. NELSON [4277] 
R I C H m S ,  BRANDT, MILLER & NELSON 
Key Bank Tower, Seventh Floor 
50 South Main Street 
P.O. Box 2465 
Salt Lake City, Utah 841 10-2465 
Telephone: (80 1) 53 1-2000 
Attorneys for Deferadant Flowserve C'ovporutron (f/k/n Duuco htenzationct l, Iizc.) 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
JOHN D. ADAMSON, individually, and in his 
capacity as personal representative of the Estate 
of JOHN H. ADAMSON 
Plaintiffs, 
vs. 
FMC CORPORATION, individually and on 
behalf of its former Coffin Tui-bo Pump 
Operation and former Peerless Pump, Chicago 
Pump and Link-Belt Business, et al. 
Defendants. 
ANSWER OF DEFENANT FLOWSERVE 
CORPORATION (f/Wa DURCO 
NTEWATIONAL, INC.) 
CIVIL ACTION NO. : CV-06-3 166-OC 
Judge Don L. Harding 
Defendant Flowserve Corporation (flWa Durco International, Inc.) ('Tl~wservs'~), 
by and through its counsel of record, Christian W. Nelson, of RICHARDS, BRANDT, MILLER 
& NELSON, hereby answers plaintiffs' Complaint filed on July 1 S, 2006, as follows: 
FIRST AFFImlATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 
SECOND AFFIMATIVE DEFENSE 
(Paragraphs 1-37) 
1. Paragraphs 1 through 18 contain no allegations against defl'ei~dant 
" Flowserve, and therefore defendant makes no response to the same. 
,. 4 
2. In answer to paragraph 19, defendant Flowsewe states tliat its principal 
place of business and incorporation is and at all pertinent tirnes was outside the State of Idaho; 
with respect to the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 19, defendant Flowserve denies 
the same. 
3. Paragraphs 20 through 28 contain no allegations against defendant 
Flowserve, and therefot*e defendant makes no respoiise to the same. 
4. In answer to paragraph 29, defendant Flowserve has insufficient 
ltnowledge upon wllich to form a beliefas to the truth and veracity of the allegations contained 
therein, and therefore denies the same. 
5.  In answer to paragraph 30, defendant Flowserve has insufficient 
knowledge upon which to form a belief as to the truth and veracity of the allegations contained 
therein, and therefore denies the same. 
6. In answer to paragraph 3 I ,  defendant Flowserve has insufficient 
knowledge ilpon which to form a belief as to the truth and veracity of the allegatioils contained 
therein, and therefofore denies the same. 
7. In answer to paragraph 33, defendant Flowserve denies the sarm-is, 
8. In answer to paragraph 33, defeiidant Flowserve denies the same. 
9. Paragaph 34 contains no allegations against defendant 
Flowserve, and therefore defendant makes no response to the same. 
10. In answer to paragaph 35, defendant Flowserve denies the saine. 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
NEGLIGENCE 
COUNT ONE 
CPara~ra~hs 36 throuph 451 
I .  In answer to paragraph 36, defendant Flowserve ii~corporates by reference 
its answers to paragraphs 1-35 herein. 
2. In answer to paragraph 37, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
3. In answer to paragraph 38, defendant Flowserve denies tlie same. 
4. In answer to paragraph 39, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
5. In answer to pal-agrapli 40 a.-h., defendant Flowserve denies the sanie. 
6. In answer to paragraph 41, defendant Flowselve denies the same. 
7. In answer to paragraph 42, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
8. In allswer to paragraph 43, defendant Flowserve denies the same 
9. In answer to paragraph 34, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
10. In answer to paragl-aph 45, defendant Flowserve denies plaintiff is entitled 
to actual or coinpensatosy damages. 
COUNT TWO 
(Para~raphs 46-1 
1. h answer to paragraph 46, defendant Flowserve incorporates by reference 
its answers to all previous paragraphs herein. 
2. In answer to paragraph 47, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
3. In answer to paragraph 48, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
4. In answer to paragraph 49, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
5. In answer to paragraph 50, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
6. In answer to paragraph 5 1, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
7. In answer to pal-agraph 52, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
8. In answer to paragraph 53, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
9. In answer to paragraph 54, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
COUNT T H m E  
(Paragraphs - - 55 through 581 
I .  In answer to paragraph 55, defendant Flowserve incorporates by reference 
its answers to all previous paragraphs herein. 
2. In answer to paragraph 56, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
3. In answer to paragraph 57, defendant Flowseive denies the same. 
4. In answer to paragraph 58, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
COUNT FOUR 
I .  In answer to pasagaph 59, defendant Flowserve inco~orates by reference 
its answers to all previous paragraphs herein. 
2. In answer to paragraph 60, defendant Flowserve denies t l ~ e  same. 
3. In answer to paragraph 6 I, defendant Flowsenre denies the same. 
4. In answer to paragraph 62, defendant Flowsewe denies the same. 
5 .  In answer to paragraph 6 3 a.- c., defendallt Flowserve denies the same. 
6. In answer to paragraph 64, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
7.  In answer to paragraph 65, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
8. In answer to paragraph 66, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
9. Paragraph 67 contains no allegatiotls against defendant Flowserve, and 
therefore defendant lnakes no response to the same. 
10. Paragraph 68 contains no allegations against defendant F l o w s e ~ ~ e ,  and 
therefore defendant makes no response to the same. 
11. Paragraph 69 contains no allegations against defendant Flowserve, and 
therefore defendant lnakes no response to the same. 
COUNT FIVE 
{Paragraphs - - 70 through 761 
I. In answer to paragraph 70, defendant Flowserve incoi-porates by 1-e-fel-ence 
its answers to all previous paragraphs herein. 
2. In answer to paragraph 71, defendant Flowsewe denies the same. 
3. Paragraph 73 [sic] contains no allegations against defendant Flowsewe, 
and therefore defendant makes no response to the same. 
4. In answer to paragraph 74, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
5. Paragraph 75 contains no allegations against defendant Flowsei~~e, and 
r* - 
therefore defendant rnakes no response to the same. 
\ 
\" 
6. Paragraph 76 coiltailis no allegations against defendant Flowserve, and 
therefore defendant makes no response to the same. 
COUNT SIX 
JPara~raphs 77 throu~h 80). 
1. In answer to pal-agi-aph 77, defendant Flowsewe incorporates by reference 
its answers to all previous paragraphs herein. 
2. In answer to paragraph 78, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
3. In answer to pal-agi-aph 79, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
4. In answer to paragraph SO, defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
COUNT SEVEN 
f P a r a ~ r a ~ h s  81 through 83) 
1. In answer to paragraph 8 I , defendant Flowsewe incorporates by 1-efei-ence 
its answers to all previous paragraphs herein. 
2. Paragraph 82 (a)-(i) contaiil no allegations against defendant Flo-~vseive, 
and therefore defendarit makes no response to the same. 
3. Paragraph 83 contains no allegations against defendant Flowsesve, and 
therefore defendant rnakes no response to the same. 
DAMAGES 
I .  In answer to paragraphs (a)-(k) defendant Flowserve denies the same. 
THIRD AFFINMATIVE DEFENSE 
Any loss, injury, or damage incurred by plaintiff was proxilnately caused by the 
negligence, fattlt or willful acts or olnissions or other conduct of parties and/or lion-parties other 
than defendant Flowserve. 
FOURTH AFFIWATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendant Flowserve is fi-ee of any and all negligence. 
FIFTH AFFIWATIVE DEFENSE 
Damages, if any, were the result of the sole negligeilce of plaintiff. 
SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE: 
Damages, if any, which may have been sustained by plaintiff, and for which 
defendant Flowserve may become liable, were the result of the actioils of third parties over wllo~n 
defendant Flowserve exercised no control and, therefore, plaiiitiff is barred from any recovery 
against defendant. 
SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Any damages or injuries which nlay have been silstained by plaintiff were the 
restllt of the sole ilegligence of the relnaiiling defendailts and/or third-party defendants. 
EIGHTH AFFIMfATIfiE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff was aware of the facts, circumstances and conditions existing at the time 
and place set forth in the Complaint and voluntarily assumed all risk arising therehorn. 
NINTH AFFXMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendant Flowserve did not make, nor did it breach, any warranty to plaintiff. 
TENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
The incident and injury alleged in the Complaint were caused by the unautliorized, 
unintended and/or innproper use of the product coinplained of and, as a result, there can be 110 
recovery. 
ELEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendant Flowseive purchased or obtained a product froin a reputable 
manufacturer, and any defect therein was latent and not ascertainable by or upon a reasoilable 
inspection. 
TWELFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Any product which rnay have been supplied by this defendant was in a sealed 
container and was sold without modification, change or alteration of any kind. 
THIRTEENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff failed to give defendant Flowserve notice of alleged breach of warranty 
and daiilage as required by law. 
FOURTEENTH AFFIMATIVE DEFENSE 
Arty liability which might otherwise be imposed upon defendant Flowseme is 
subject to reduction or barred by virtue of the doctrine of comparative negligence. 
FIFTEENTH AFFIMATIVE DEFENSE 
The action of plaintiff is barred by the Statute of Limitations. 
SIXTEENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendant Flowserve reserves the right to move at any time prior to the trial date 
of the above matter to dismiss the Complaint on the following grounds: (a) the court lacks 
jurisdiction over the subject matter; (b) the court lacks personal jurisdiction of this defendant; (c) 
the Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 
SEVENTEENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendant Flowserve coinplied with the state of the art and is, therefore, i lnln~~ne 
fi-om suit. 
EIGHTEENTH AFFIMATIVE DEFENSE 
The doctrine of strict liability in tort does not apply to defendant Flowserve. 
NINETEENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff's elnployer and elnployers of others are primarily, solely and exclusively 
liable for the within claims. 
TWENTIETH AFFIWATIfrE DEFENSE 
The discovery rule does not apply and plaintiff is barred corn maintaining this 
suit, 
TWENTY-FIRST AFFIRMLATIVE DEFENSE 
Any asbestos or asbestos-co~itaining products which defendant Flotvserve may 
have supplied were ile mlrrrlnzs in liglit of the total sales by all sources and, therefore, plaintiff 
fails to state a claim against defendant Flowserve. 
TWENTY-SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Any damage or injury that may have been suFfered by plaintiff was iiot 
proximately caused by the conduct of defendant Flowserve. 
'TWENTY-TNIm AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendant Flowserve never manufactured, sold, or distributed any asbestos- 
containing material which caused plaintiffs exposure to asbestos. 
TWENTY-FOUETI-I AFFIRICIATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendant Flowserve is an improper party in this litigation. 
TWENTY-FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendant Flowsewe had no Icnowledge or reason to know of any alleged risks 
associated with asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products at any time during the periods 
complained of. 
TWENTU-SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Exposure to asbestos fibers attributable to defendant Flowserve is so minimal so 
as to be insufficient to establish to a reasonable degree of probability that the products are 
capable of causing injury or dan~ages and must be considered speculative as a matter of law 
.* 
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a 
Plaintiffs cause of action for exemplary or punitive damages is barred because 
such damages are not recoverable or wananted in this action. 
TWENTY-EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs claims for punitive damages may be barred by applicable sections of 
the United States Constitution, including but not limited to the right against self-incrimination 
provided by the Fifth Amendment, the excessive fines clause of the Eighth Amendment, the 
equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, and the Sixth Amendment. 
TWENTY-NINTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs claims for punitive damages may be barred by sections of the 
Constitution of the State of Idaho. 
THIRTIETH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Although denying that plaintiff has a claim against defendant Flowserve and/or 
has any basis whatsoever for punitive damages, Flowserve states that any award of p-ttnitive 
damages in this case would constitute a deprivation of property without due process of law in 
violation of the Fifth and Fourteenth Aineildinents to the United States Constitution. The criteria 
used for determining whether and in what amount punitive damages may be awarded are 
impermissibly vague, imprecise and inconsistent and are, therefbre, in violation of the due 
process provisions of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendmel~ts to the United States Constitution* 
THIRTY-FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
If plaintiff sustained injuries in the manner alleged, all of which has been denied 
by defendant Flowsenre, then the liability of dekndant Flowserve, if any, shall be apportioned 
among all at- fanlt parties. 
THIRTY-SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
At all times relevant to this litigation, the agents, servants and/or eliiptoyees of 
defendant Flowserve utilized proper methods in the conduct of its operations, in conforrility with 
the available knowledge and research of the scientific and industrial communities. 
THIRTY-THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plailltiffcontributed to the illness, either in whole or in part, by exposure to or the 
use of tobacco products andlor other substances, products, medications or dnlgs. 
THIRTY-FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
The purported service or process upon defendant Flowserve in this action was not 
proper, and as a result, this Court lacks personal jurisdiction over defendant. 
THIRTY-FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Upon information and belief, any allegcd injuries were caused by a pre-existing or 
unrelated medical condition, disease or illness of plaintiff. 
THIRTY-SIXTH AFFIWATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintifrs claims are barred by the doctrines of laches, waiver and/or estoppel. 
Plaintiffs claims are bal-red because any product allegedly assoctated with 
fi S 
0 "  defendant Flowserve was substantially altered after it 1e-R the manufacturer's possession and 
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control. 
TEIIRTY-EIGHTH AFFIMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendant Flowserve has no legal duty of care to plaintiff. 
THIRTY-NINTH AFFIM'IATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff's claims are barred, in whole or in part, to the extent that plaintiff failed 
to mitigate damages. 
FORTIETH AFFIMATIVE DEFENSE 
111 the event that plaintiff recovers a verdict or judgment against defendant 
Flowserve, then said vcrdict or judgment must be reduced by those amounts which have bee11 
paid or indemnified or will, with reasonable cei-tainty, be paid or indemnified to any plaintiff, in 
whole or in part, for any past or future claimed econonlic loss, from any collateral source 
including insurance, social security, workers compensation or employees benefit programs. 
FORTY-FIRST AFFIMATIVE DEFENSE 
In the event of a finding of any liability in favor of plaintiff, or settlerne~lt, or 
judgment against ally defendant, then defendant Flowserve should only be held liable, if at all, 
only for the proportion of damages sustained by plaintiff, if any, as is detemined by the jury to 
be the result of the allocable percentage of fault or negligence on the part of defendaltlit 
Flowserve. 
FORTY-SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
To the extent that plaintiff alleges claims based upon oral warranties or 
representations, plaintifps claims are barred by the Statute of Frauds. 
FORTY-THIRD AFFImATIVE DEFENSE 
De-Fendault Flowserve cannot be liable to plaii~tiffas alleged in the Complaint by 
operation of the doctrines of superseding and/or intervening cause. 
FORTY-FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendant Flowserve intends to rely upon such other delenses as rnay be available 
or apparent during discovery proceedings in this case and hereby resenres the right to amerid the 
Answer to plead said defenses. 
FORTY-FIFTH AFFIRML4TIVE DEFENSE 
No acts or omissions of this defendant proximately caused any damages. 
FORTY-SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Any asbestos-containing product of defendant Flowsewe that may have been 
present at plaintiffs job locations were placed rn any such bulldings upon specification, approval 
or at the instruction of governmental or legislative agencies or bodies. 
FORTY-SEVENTH AFFIWATIVE DEFENSE 
All implied warranties, including the wananties of merchantability and fitness for 
a particular purpose, were excluded at the time of the sale, if any, of defendalit Flowserve's 
product. 
FORTTY-EIGHTH AFFImSATIVE DEFENSE 
No implied warranties, including the warranties of merchalltability and fitr~ess for 
a particular purpose, became part of the basis of the bargain in the sale, if any, of defendant 
Flowserve's product. 
FORTY-NINTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendant Flowserve is not liable to plaintiff for any damages alleged in the 
Complaint because such damages are excluded and not recoverable under express warranty. 
FIFTIETH AFFIRB1[ATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff did not directly or indirectly purchase any asbestos-containing products 
or materials from defendant Flowseive, and plaintiff did not either receive or rely upon any 
representation or warranty allegedly made by defendant. 
FIFTY-FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Finished asbestos-containing products are not unreasonably dangerous as a matter 
of law 
FIFTY-SECOND AFFIRNIATIVE DEFENSE 
None of the alleged injury or damage was foreseeable at the time of the acts or 
omissions in plaintifrs Complaint. 
FIFTY-THIm AFFXRMATIVE DEFENSE 
rv* 
., d": Defendant Flowserve was under no duty to warn purchasers, those who perfomled 
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work, or those under their control who were in a better position to warn; if warning was required, 
their failure to do so was a superseding proximate cause of injury. 
FIFTY-FOURTH AFFIRNIATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff was warned of risk of exposure to use of asbestos-containing materials. 
FIFTY-FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Upon information and belief, some or all of the causes of action may not be 
maintained because of collateral estoppel. 
FIFTY-SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Upon information and belief, some or all of the causes of actioil may not be 
maintained because of res judicata. 
FIFTY-SEVENTH AFFIlitDfATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs claims are barred because the Complaint is defective as a matter of law 
FIFTY-EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
If the causes of action, based upon statutoiy liability as pleaded in Complaint, are 
based upon expressed or implied warrantees and/or representations, then the alleged breaches 
thereof, as agairist defendant Flowserve, are legally insufficient by reason of their hilrrre to allege 
privity of contract between plaintiff and defendant. 
FIFTY-NINTH AFFIMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff is barred from any recovery against defendant Flowsene by the doctrine 
, of assumptio~i of the risk. 
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In the event that plaintiff was eniployed by defe~idant Flowserve, sucl~ plaintifi7s 
sole remedy is under the FVorkers7 Conlpensatioll Law and said plaintiff cannot recover from 
defendant in this action. 
SIXTY-FIRST AFFImATIVE DEFENSE 
That plaintifrs employer(s) were sopl~isticated purchasers and/or users of the 
products referred to ill plaintifrs Complaint and upon who devolved all responsibility for sucl~ 
use. 
SIXTY-SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintifrs claims are barred because of plaintiffs failure to join necessary and 
indispensable parties. 
SIXTY-TEIIRD AFFIRNLATIVE DEFENSE 
No enterprise liability lies against defendant Flowserve herein 
SIXTY-FOURTH AFFIMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendant Flowsene did not act with recklessness, malice or wantonness, and 
accordingly, plaintiff may not recover herein any exemplary or punitive damages against 
defendant. 
SIXTY-FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
That at all times material hereto, the state of the medical and industrial art was 
such that there was no generally accepted or recognized knowledge of any avoidable, unsafe, 
inherently dangerous, or hazardous character or nature of products containing asbestos when used 
in the manner and purpose described by the plaintiff and, therefore, there was no duty for 
defendant Flowserve to know of any such character or nature or to warn plaintiff or others 
similarly situated. 
SIXTY-SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
To the extent that defendant Flowserve conformed to the scientific Itnowledge and 
research data available through the industry and scientific comn~unity, defendant has fillfilled its 
obligations, if any, herein and plaintiffs claims should be barred, in whole or in part. 
SIXTY-SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff has failed to state a cause of action upon which relief may be granted, 
inasmuch as plaintiff is unable to identify the manufacturer(s) of the subslal~ce allegedly causing 
injury, and any relief granted would deprive defendant Flowserve of its right to substantive and 
procedural due process of law and equal protection under the law pursuant to the Fourleel~tb 
Amendment of the Constitution of the United States. 
SIXTY-EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintift; his co-workers and ernployees misused, mistreated and misapplied the 
rs: 
product(s) desig~ated as asbestos materials as alleged in the Complaint and therefore liability 
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found against defendant Flowserve, if any, should be diminished in the propoi-tion lvhich the 
misuse, abuse, mistreatment and/or misapplication attributed to plaintiff and/or his co-workers 
and/or employees bears to the conduct which caused the alleged injuries or damages. 
SIXTY-NINTH AFFIWATIVE DEFENSE 
That the causes of action asserted herein by plaintiff, who is unable to identify the 
manufact~lrer of the alleged injury-causing product(s), fail to state a cause of action upon which 
relief can be granted, in that plaintiff has asserted claims for relief which, if granted, would 
constitute a taking of private property for public use, without just compensation. Such a taking 
would contravene defendant Flowserve's constitutional rights as preserved for it by the 
Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 
SEVENTIETH AFFlflnlATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff's injuries were caused, either in whole or part, by the general condition, 
quality and content of the air andlor environment in which plaintiff resided and/or worlced. 
SEVENTY-FIRST AFFIMATIVE DEFENSE 
If it should be proved at the time of trial that any of defendmt Flowserve's 
product(s) were furnished to plaintiffs employer(s) and/or to the United States Government, and 
f' 
p, that plaintiff came into contact with said product(s), which defendant specifically denies, then 2, * 
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any product(s) processed, manufactured, produced, constnlcted, desig~icd, testcd, fasl~loned, 
packaged, sold, distributed, delivered, supplied, advertised and/or othel-wise placed in the strear?l 
of commerce by defendant Flo\vserve which was or may have been furnished to plaintiff's 
ernployer(s) and/or to the United States Government, and with which plaintiff alleges they came 
or may have come into contact was processed, manufactured, produced, constructed, designed, 
tested, fashioned, packaged, sold, distributed, delivered, supplied, advertised and/or othenvise 
placed in the stream of commerce were in strict col~formity to the conditions specified, or to 
specifications furnished by the plaintifl's employer(s) and/or the United States Govelnment. 
SEVENTY-SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
To the extent that the causes pleaded by the plaintiff herein fail to accord with the 
Uniform Conilnercial Code, including, but not limited to, Section 2-725 tllereof, plaintiffs 
Complaint is baned. 
SEVENTY-THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
This action and the causes pleaded by plaintiff herein are baned by virtue of 
Article I, Section 10 of the Utiited States Goristitution. 
SEVENTY-FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs demand for punitive damages is barred by the "ex post iiBcto" clause of 
the United States Constitution. 
SEVENTY-FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
With respect to plaintiff's claim of a duty owed to them, defendant Flo~.senie 
denies breaching any duty whicti it may have owed to plaintiff. 
SEVENTY-SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendant Flowserve reserves the right to move for a severance of the various 
allegations in the plaintifrs Complaint and reserves the right to move for a severance of any 
claims for punitive damages from the compensatory damages. 
SEVENTY-SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
PlaintifFs spouse is not entitled to pursue a loss of consortium claim since he or 
she does not meet the statutory requirements. 
SEVENTY-EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Defendant Flowserve incorporates and adopts by reference any and all other 
and/or additional defenses, raised or to be raised by any other party, and expressly reserves the 
right to amend and supplement its defenses herein to assert additional defenses and to make 
further admission upon completion of further investigation and discovery. 
DATED this of December, 2005. 
CM'ISTIAN W. ELSON, *Attorneys for 
Defendant Flowserve Corporation (WWa Durco 
International, Inc.) 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
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Post Office Box 1645 
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Post Office Box 991 
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